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THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


MONDAY, JUNE 3, 1957 






Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room F-37 
of the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden, chairman, presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden and Senators Ellender, Thye, Dwor- 
shak, and Potter. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
APPROPRIATIONS RELATING To Ryuxyvu ISLANDS 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN, C. K. GAILEY, CHIEF, OFFICE OF THE 
CHIEF OF CIVIL AFFAIRS AND MILITARY GOVERNMENT, AC- 
COMPANIED BY RODERICK GILLIES, DEPUTY CIVIL ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, USCAR; STUART T. BARON, DIRECTOR OF ECONOMICS 
AND FINANCE, USCAR; W. F. PINCKERT, POWER DIRECTOR, 
UNITED STATES ARMY, RYUKYU ISLANDS; OSCAR MEIER, 
DEPUTY CHIEF, PROGRAM MANAGEMENT BRANCH, ECONOM- 
ICS DIVISION, OCAMG; HENRY WOHL, CHIEF, ECONOMICS 
BRANCH, ECONOMICS DIVISION, OCAMG; JOSEPH S. HARBISON, 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS DIVISION, OCAMG; W. E. NOWELL, BUDGET 
OFFICER, OCAMG; AND LT. COL. JAMES J. GIBBONS, MILITARY 
ASSISTANT TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 


GENERAL STATEMENT 












Chairman Hayprn. The committee will be in order. 
We have for consideration today two appropriation items under the 
Department of Army relating to the Ryukyu Islands. The first one is 
administration, and the second one is a new one, construction of 
ower systems. The first witness this morning is Gen. C. K. Gailey, 
hief, Office of the Chief of Civil Affairs and Military Government, 
Department of the Army. You may proceed, General. 
ou have a prepared statement. Do you want to read that, or do 
you want to highlight it? 
General Garter. Sir, I have a prepared statement. If it meets 
with your pleasure, I would like to read it, sir. 
Chairman Haypren. You may proceed. 
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General Gartey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am honored to 
be here today to present for your consideration the funding require- 
ments for the United States Civil Administration of the Ryukyu 
Islands. ‘These requirements are presented in two requests, the first 
entitled “Administration, Ryukyu Islands’’ and the second designated 
“Construction of Power Systems, Ryukyu Islands, Army.” Previous 
appropriations for the administration of the Ryukyu Islands have 
been made under the title, “(Government and Relief in Occupied 
Areas” (GARIOA),. 

These islands, as the committee is aware and as the special subcom- 
mittee of the House Armed Services Committee headed by Congress- 
man Price pointed out in its report No. 86 constitute an essential part 
of our worldwide defenses. This essentiality makes it apparent that 
our administration of the Ryukyus will endure for some time to come, 
Under these circumstances, both moral and practical considerations 
face the United States in carrying out its responsibilities to the 
people of the Ryukyus. 


IMPROVEMENT IN ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


The use of funds appropriated by the Congress for the Ryukyu 
Islands since fiscal year 1947 has resulted in a salutary improvement 
in economic conditions there which has been reflected in the standard 
of living of the inhabitants. The applications to which prior-year 
funds have been put are listed in an attached table for your ready 
reference. It will be noted from this table that United States aid 
has fallen off sharply since 1950, which was the last year in which 
major shipments of food were provided from appropriated funds. 
From 1947 through 1949 most of the supplies furnished were dis- 
tributed to the population on a relief basis. Beginning in 1950 
commodity imports were sold for local currency (B yen) which was 
used to help maintain essential government functions, to finance 
public development projects and to establish a loan fund to assist 
private business. In fiscal year 1955 the importation of commodities 
was terminated and since that time appropriated funds have been 
utilized directly for economic aid. This is accomplished by grants to 
the local government (government of the Ryukyu Islands), which 
expends them under the supervision of the United States civil admin- 
istration. 

ASSISTANCE UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480 


Chairman Haypen. I would like to ask in that connection whether 
in addition to the amounts appropriated under this heading there is 
any assistance rendered to these islands under Public Law 480, the 
Surplus Agricultural Act. 

General Gattey. There was some last year under the disaster 
relief. Mr. Gillies, will you explain how those were used? 

Mr. Giuuies. There was $25 million in surplus commodities in the 
form of rice that was made available from Public Law 480 for typhoon 
disaster rehabilitation. Outside, of that, and the commodities which 
are made available for relief purposes through the voluntary relief 
committee, there is no other assistance to the Ryukyu Islands from 
Public Law 480. 
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Chairman Haypen. I think you will find this committee is con- 
cerned about this. Why do you have to pay out cash to buy food 
supplies like rice if you could get them under Public Law 480? 

Mr. Griuiies. The rice was under Public Law 480. 

Chairman Haypen. I understand that. Apparently from the way 
this reads, you do not contemplate using Public Law 480 any more. 

Mr. Gruss. No, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Would not it be advantageous for you to make 
inquiry and find out if you could use it, and thereby save money? 

r. Giuuins. We are considering this matter. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you speak of Public Law 480, you mean 
title III, I think? 

Mr. Giuuures. Title IT. 

Senator ELLENDER. It was not on a loan basis. 

Mr. Giuures. No, sir. 

Senator E1.enpDeER. It was a gift. 

Mr. Gites. Yes, sir; it was a gift. 

Senator ELLeENpER. As Senator Hayden points out, could more of 
the surpluses be used there, and thereby do away with the cash 
donations in order to sustain the economy of the islands? 

Mr. Gruuies. We have been considering this approach to the prob- 
lem, but as of the present time have not develope a new Public Law 
480 program. 

Senator ELtnenper. Why not? 

Mr. Giiures. The requirements for this rice arose in part because 
of the destruction of the rice crop due to the typhoon damage last 
year. There are no other surplus commodities that are consumed in 
any significant quantity in the Ryukyus. 

Senator ELtENDER. You mean that we now have? 

Mr. Grutres. That is right. 

Senator ELtenper. They do not use milk, butter, cheese? 

Mr. Gites. They use milk to a limited extent, and dried milk is 
being made available through this relief committee, for the relief 
program. But milk is not a commodity that would be consumed in 
any great quantity by the Ryukyuan people. It is no part of their 
customary diet. 

Senator ELLtenpER. How many islands are we trustees over? 

Mr. Grutres. There are over 90 islands and islets. 

Senator ELLENDER. The main one is Okinawa. 

Mr. Gituies. Yes, sir. 


TOTAL INHABITANTS 


Senator ELLeENDER. How many inhabitants are in all of these is- 
ands? 

Mr. Gitutms. In the whole of the Ryukyu islands now under 
United States civil administration? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Mr. Griuuies. There are 810,000 people. That is the population. 

Senator ELtLenpEerR. To what extent has that population increased 
since we took over the islands? 

Mr. Grutrss. It is increasing at the rate of approximately 20,000 
persons a year. 

Senator ELtenpER. What is the population of Okinawa? 
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Mr. Gruires. 670,000 persons. 

Senator ELLENDER. So most of the people are on Okinawa. 

Mr. Gruures. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELutenprEr. To what extent have the people from the other 
islands migrated to Okinawa? 

Mr. Gruuires. There has been very little migration to Okinawa. 

Senator ELLeENpER. When I was there 4 or 5 or 6 years ago, as I 
recall, there were only 350,000 to 400,000 on the main island. I was 
told that quite a few were coming in from these other islands to get 
employment and better living conditions on Okinawa. Would you 
contest that? 

Mr. Griures. There is migration from immediately adjacent 
smaller islands to Okinawa, but the other main islands, 250 and 350 
miles to the west, there is no significant flow of population to the 
island of Okinawa. 

Senator ELLeNpER. What kind of economic aid have we been giving 
these people in the past? 


CONSTRUCTION OF SCHOOL BUILDINGS 


Mr. Gitures. We have given them economic aid and aid for sup- 
port of government activities, such as, for construction of school 
buildings. 

Senator Ettenper. Did they have schools there before? 

Mr. Giuuties: Yes, sir; before the war. They were virtually all 
destroyed during the war. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do the school buildings you are now 
making available to them compare with before the war? 

Mr. Giuures. They are an improvement in that they are typhoon 
resistant, in that they are concrete-block construction as opposed to 
the old wooden-type buildings that incidentally were very expensive 
to maintain. 

Senator ELLENpER. All of those facilities have been erected by us? 

Mr. Giuures. Not all of them, sir. We have assisted the govern- 
ment of the Ryukyu Islands in its construction program. 

Senator ELLENDER. In what proportion? 

General Gatiey. Sir, while they are looking up that figure, the 
Ryukyu people are buying these commodities from us now instead of 
us giving them to them. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


United States appropriated funds contribution to the Government of the Ryukyu 
Islands (GRI) construction program 


[In United States dollars] 


Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1955 1956 1957 





Total construction program : $3, 438,254 | $2, 113, 755 $4, 868, 654 


Government of the Ryukyu Islands funded____........__-__.-- 2, 143, 254 1, 160, 160 4, 516, 959 
United States funded pes 1, 295, 900 953, 595 351, 695 
Percentage of United States aid to total cost 37.7 45.1 7.2 
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REPAYMENTS IN DOLLARS 


Senator ELLENDER. How are they being paid back? 

General Garry. In dollars that are being engendered. 

Senator ELLENpDER. What is the use of economic aid if they are » able 
to take care of themselves? 

General Gattry. They are not able, Senator, to make these im- 
provements and put in these things that we think are necessary by 
themselves. 

Senator ELteEnNpER. Who decides whether or not it is necessary? 
Who makes the decision? I guess our own people comparing what 
they ought to have with what we have. Is that the idea? 

General Garey. Not necessarily what we have, but what people 
on the ground, in the Department here, consider is reasonable to let 
them have. 

Senator ELLenpER. It is so much better than they have had before. 
I have been there and I think I can pass judgment on that. It is so 
much better than they ever had or they ever anticipated, in my humble 
judgment. 

General Garter. We think, sir, that the improvements in the school 
buildings and in the school "system that we ask for are advisable 
from the standpoint of giving them what we think is the minimum 
practicable. 

Senator ELLtenpeER. I agree that as to school buildings that were 
destroyed in war and to bring about good will it is necessary, but in 
the past we have just gone a little too far with that. That is, in 
giving them facilities so much superior to what they had before that 
you astound them when you do that, and when you give them a taste 
of it, then they expect us to keep it up. 

General Gainey. We don’t think we have given them what you 
might call extravagant aid out there. 


TOTAL ECONOMIC AID 


Senator ELLeENpER. How much do you think was spent there before 
the war in all the things you are doing now? I don’t suppose they 
have spent altogether what you have given them in 1950. You have 
given them in 1950 $49.54 million in economic aid. 

General Gaitey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtENpER. You have given them altogether there well 
over $150 million, or at least that. 

General Gaitny. That is right. 

Senator ELtenpreR. I am just wondering what they had before 
that? 

General Gattry. Senator, right after the war they had nothing. 
The damage there was practically complete. 

Senator ELLENDER. Okinawa? 

General Gattny. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. But how about the other islands? There 
was no damage there to amount to anything. Okinawa was the one 
that really suffered. 

General Gattny. Yes, sir. 
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AMOUNT SPENT IN OKINAWA 


Senator ELLunper. How much of this $150 million was spent on 
Okinawa? 

General Gaitny. Do you have those figures? 

Senator ELLtenprr. I think it would be well to have that, to find 
out how much money was actually spent on all of those islands, and 
where and how much of it we furnished in contrast to the local in- 
habitants. 

Mr. Gitires. We can get the figures. The majority of the 
construction-assistance money was spent in Okinawa, where the 
principal damage was done. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean the $150 million that appears on the 
last page of the general’s statement? 

Mr. Giuuizs. 1 say the principal part, We will get the exact 
figures. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Economic aid approved fiscal years 1947-57 has been utilized as follows: 


Procurement of food, materials, and services $120, 675, 000 
Construction 
Direct cash grants-in-aid to the government of the Ry ukyu Islands 

(fiscal years 1955-57) 3, 805, 000 


Total economic aid 159, 480, 000 


A large proportion of the construction was on the island of Okinawa. The 
other forms of economic assistance were extended throughout the Ryukyu Islands, 
with more than 60 percent allocated to the island of Okinawa. 


LONGE-RANGE CREDIT RESOURCES 


Senator EtuenpER. What method are you following to make them 
more or less self-sustaining in that area? That is your objective, I 
understand. 

General Gatntey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenprerR. What have you done to do that, and how much 
have you accomplished? 

Mr. Giuuins. There have been established long-range credit 
resources in the form of a revolving fund, the capital of which came 
from the counterpart funds generated from the sale of these com- 
modities that were made available in the early days of this program. 

Senator Ettenpsr. That is the economic-aid fund which appears 
on the last page of the general’s statement, column 1. 

Mr. Gruures. Yes, sir. A part of those funds were used to bring 
in commodities which were sold to the local people and counterpart 
funds generated. 

Senator ELLtenprer. You have given us the source of that. What 
is being done with that in order that was not there before? 

Mr. Giuurms. They are beginning to develop industrial enterprises 
that will provide jobs for the people. 

Senator ELLENDER. Such as? 


FLOUR MILL 


Mr. Giuures. We have a new flour mill there. 
Senator ELLenpreR. Where do they get the wheat? 
Mr. Giuures. It comes from both the United States and Canada. 
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Senator ELLENDER. How many flour mills do you have on the 
island? 

Mr. Gituiss. Just one. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who operates it? 

Mr. Gruurss. It is operated as a Ryukyuan private enterprise 
corporation, that got part of its funding requirements from this 
long-term credit source that we just mentioned. 

Senator ELuenper. So the flour mill was actually financed through 
loans from this revolving fund. 

Mr. Gruss. In part. 

Senator ELLenper. How was the other part provided? 

Mr. Gruutes. It was local capital. It is a stock corporation. 

Senator ELLtenpER. Was it dollars they got? 

Mr. Giuures. No, sir; itis B yen capital. That is the local currency. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Were they furnished cash in order to buy the 
equipment for the flour mill? 

Mr. Giuuies. Yes. About 30 percent of the total cost came from 
capital which was subscribed and paid in. 

nator ELLeNDER. Was that in yen? 

Mr. Griuures. Yes, sir; in B yen. The remainder of the initial 
funding requirements came from the loans they secured from the 
revolving fund, the Ryukyuan reconstruction finance fund. 

Senator ELteNnpER. They were financed to the extent of 70 percent, 
and they put up 30 percent? 

Mr. Gries. They will be when they have all of their loans made. 
That is the funding plan. 

Senator ELtenpgerR. When was this flour mill erected? 

Mr. Gites. It was completed and went into operation early this 
year. It is a new enterprise. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do they buy the wheat from Japan? I did 
not think they grew wheat in Japan. 

Mr. Gitures. No. There is no wheat from Japan. Only from 
Canada and the United States. 

Senator E,LENpER. They buy that in the open market? 

Mr. Gruures. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. With their own funds? 

Mr. Giuures. These are regular commercial imports in the import 
program of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Senator ELLENDER. What other facilities have been or are in the 
process of building in order to better the economy of the islands? 


SCRAP IRON CONVERSION PLANT 


Mr. Giiuirs. They have recently developed a small scrap-iron 
conversion plant in which they can make steel bars for construction 
purposes. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Where do they get the scrap iron? 

Mr. Gruuies. The war scrap is still being uncovered. 

Senator ExnenperR. Do you think that is a sufficient amount to 
keep that facility up? 

Mr. Gruures. There is still a substantial amount of undersea scrap. 
A good part of the landscrap has been removed, but there is a sub- 
stantial amount of wartime scrap undersea. 

Senator ELLENDER. How is that financed? 
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Mr. Gitures. That is financed in roughly the same way. 
Senator ELLeENDER. Local people put up so much. 

Mr. Gruutss. Local people put up capital and they also borrow from 
the revolving fund. 

Senator Ettenper. Whenever any of these facilities are erected and 
cash is needed for the purpose of buying the equipment, where is that 
cash taken from? 

Mr. Gittres. The dollars that they require? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Mr. Gitures. Most of the dollars that are earned by the Ryukyu 
oe come from the sale of goods or services to the United States 

orces. 

Senator ELutenper. In that connection, you say that the entire 
population there is about 810,000, of which 600,000 are on Okinawa? 
Mr. Gites. Yes. 


NATIVES EMPLOYED BY UNITED STATES 


Senator ELLENDER. What percentage of that 600,000 are employed 
by the United States Government? 

Mr. Giuuies. There are approximately 40,000 Ryukyuans working 
for the United States forces in one capacity or another. 

Senator ELLenpER. 40,000? 

Mr. Giuutss. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpmER. Those are heads of families? 

Mr. Giiures. Not necessarily, sir. 

Senator EtutenpER. How many people on the island, then, would 
you say depend for their livelihood on moneys they are paid from the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. Gites. I do not have that figure. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have 40,000 people employed. 

Mr. Griuies. They may not all be heads of families. For instance, 
the maids who work in the homes are probably members of a family 
that may be farming or not depending entirely on that particular 
salary for support of the whole family. 


































PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION SUSTAINED BY UNITED STATES 





Senator ELLteENpDER. Would you say that 40 percent of the popula- 
tion of Okinawa was likely to look for sustenance to the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. Giuures. I would like to provide that figure later. 

Senator ELtenper. I wish you would. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Any analysis of the United States employed labor force (including domestics 
employed by United States forces personnel) discloses the following: 





Contractors to United States forces.............__-- -_- Se Oe 14, 227 
Nonhppropriated activities. 2. icf. ook ee EL 4, 240 
Come ire sotewittes. . 2a. Shs... oc cn Satis oesilingl dn 1, 574 
et OD 10, 262 







This represents 14.5 percent of the total labor force of the Ryukyu Islands. 
the basis that the labor force provides sustenance for the total population of the 
Ryukyus, it is estimated that 14.5 percent of the population depend in a large 
measure for their sustenance on people employed by the United States. 
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INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES FINANCED 


Senator ELLpnper. Will you make a list for us of the other facilities 
that have been financed along the same lines as the flour mill and this 
scrap-iron recovery mill, and tell us how they were financed, the cost, 
if you will, and the extent to which we have contributed toward the 
establishment of such facilities? 

(The information referred to follows:) 


The Ryukyu reconstruction finance fund (RRFF) is a B yen revolving fund 
established by the United States Civil Administration (USCAR) in late 1950. 
Its basic purpose is to provide adequate long-term credit for the development of 
commerce, industry, fishing, and agriculture, together with long-term housin 
financing. All capital funds of the RRFF were contributed by the Unit 
States Civil Administration. None to this date have been appropriated funds. 
All have been provided from counterpart derived from GARIOA appropriations 
since 1950. 

All capital funds of the RRFF are owned by the United States Civil Adminis- 
tration of the Ryukyus. The fund is operated by the Bank of the Ryukyus as 
trustee for the Civil Administration. The capital funds remain basic assets of the 
United States Civil Administration allocated for use as long-term credit in the 
Ryukyu Islands. 

On the average, private enterprises borrowing from the RRFF for capital con- 
struction, provide from 20 to 35 percent of the total cost of the project from their 
own resources, which ineludes paid-in capital stock. 

As of the 31st of March 1957, the capital contributions by USCAR amounted 
to ¥1,818,000,000 ($15.150 million). It is expeeted that as of June 30, 1957, the 
total capital contributions will amount to ¥2,004,000,000 ($16.7 million). The 
RRFF loan program encompasses six major categories. They are: 


Fiseal year 1957 | Fiscal year 1958 


Millions | Thousands| Millions | Thousands 
of yens of dollars of yens of dollars 


Domestic housing ° . 4 $1, 834 
Getenerce atid industry - ........-.......-...........-.- 1, 808 
TERE erteat capensis peine . 83 
Fisheries ceetiennwedinaniates f 
NUIT. i cer saan ecomamantinalenimioaal f , 208 | 1, 167 


250 


Be ccna 





Total 5, 392 











This program is expected to decrease in the fiscal year 1958 to a 
total of ¥647 million. It is estimated that the repayments of loans 
in fiscal year 1958 will amount to ¥378 million and interest income 
will amount to an additional 145 million. The Congress is being 
requested to appropriate 120 million ($1 million) to provide the 
balance of the funding required for the carrying out of the reduced 
1958 program. 

(See following tables for detailed loan requirements in fisca] year 
1957 and fiscal year 1958). 
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Ryvuxyvu Reconstruction Finance Funp, Fiscat Year 1957 
RRFF loan requirements, fiscal year 1957 RRFF loan program 


CLASSIFICATION OF LOANS 
1. Domestic housing: 
(a) Conerete or brick construction (450 houses, 
200,000) ¥90, 000, 000 
(6) Frame (wood) 
¥100,000 


129, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 


Total domestic housing 220, 000, 000 


2. Commerce and industry: 

(a) Conerete or brick construction: Manufacturing, ware- 
houses, stores, hospitals, office buildings, rental- 
housing, etc 

(6) Frame (wood) construction: Manufacturing, ware- 
houses, stores, hospitals, office buildings, rental 
housing, ete 


(c) Power distribution: 
39) Dkingwa-:Powe? Cocks sccicwciuedcicacuc es 11, 291, 000 
(2) Chuo Power Co 6, 686, 000 
(3) Kumejima Power Co 


(d) Nonexpendable installation and equipment: 
Sugar manufacturing 
Alcohol manufacturing 
Livestock processing 
Food processing and other 
Can company 
Shoyu plant 
Tobacco plant 


SSS 
ISS 


oS = SS 


. 


oooneD 


on 
o 
bo 
aj 


S223 
|8| 332333338 


1) 


So 


38. Agriculture: 
(a) Concrete or brick construction: Warehouses, offices, 


(b) Frame (wood) construction: Cattle pens 
(c) Livestock (120 head, at 25, 000) 
(d) Other agricultural categories, principally pineapple 
farms and tea tree development (1,000 tan, at 
5,000) 5, 000, 000 


Total agriculture: 03 020....--- sj ik ated eh oat 10, 000, 000 


4. Fisheries: 
(a) Other boats and nonexpendable equipment attached 
thereto for mackerel fishing: Wood-bottom mack- 
erel fishing boats 3, 500, 000 
(b) Major repairs for boat and installation of nonexpend- 
able equipment attached thereto for mackerel fish- 
ing: Conversion of tuna to mackerel fishing boats_-_ 1, 500, 000 


TO a auld eked 5, 000, 000 





a a ee ee a SSS 


oS lel oe eVe~ 
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RRFF loan requirements, fiscal year 1957 RRFF loan program—Continued 
CLASSIFICATION OF LOANS—continued 


5. Municipal governments: 


(a) Naha city: Port terminal building._........---.--. ¥5, 260, 000 
(b) Kosa city: Water distribution system_.........--.- 85, 000, 000 
(c) Nago cho: Water distribution system__...--.------ 6, 000, 000 
(d) Motobu cho: Water distribution system__.......- ie 8, 000, 000 
te) Other: Housing projectl... 2o.0.2..442-61-nekne~ ee 40, 740, 000 
Total municipal governments--.....--.--.--.--- 145, 000, 000 
6. Other (transportation, etc.) : 
(a) Boats 
(1) 3,500-ton steel-bot- 
tom boat. ___--_- 143, 600, 000 
(2) 300-ton steel-bottom 
Pa icin cles ee 20, 150, 000 
(3) 120-ton wood-bot- 
tom boat......- 4, 079, 000 
ORAL. - bcc ote pcwllisinsanode 167, 829, 000 
(b) Major repairs to steel-bottom vessels (or 
boats) and additional nonexpendable 
equipment attached thereto___..-.--~.- 2, 171, 000 
Total other (transportation, etc.)_..__........---.-- 170, 000, 000 
Total. 3. seco ses ew iel ah edee ekeeonun 730, 000, 000 


Ryukyu RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE Funp, Fiscan Year 1958 
RRFF loan requirements—fiscal year 1958 RRFF loan program 


CLASSIFICATION OF LOANS 
1. Domestic housing: 
(a) Concrete or brick construction (450 houses, at ¥200,000) #90, 000, 000 
(b) Frame (wood) construction (1,250 houses, at 100,000) 125, 000, 000 
(c) Land for building site (200 sites, at #25,000)_.._._.____- 5, 000, 000 


Totel :deantic DAME... ac cennecneobendenss 220, 000, 000 


2. Commerce and industry: 

(a) Concrete or brick construction: Manufacturing, ware- 

houses, stores, hospitals, office buildings, rental 

DE CIO oe hiv wp inpiiian Diciitn tan tal a ahaamecth Me acini Ein aal 52, 000, 000 
(b) Frame (wood) construction: Manufacturing, ware- 

houses, stores, hospitals, office buildings, rental 

housing, 006. cOudd lez RL Zoe 15, 000, 000 
(c) Nonexpendable installation and equipment: 

(1) 300-ton sugar-manufacturing 


OR ci a oe ¥60, 000, 000 
(2) Meat processing and refrig- 
eretiony i. Sie, ead. < 6, 000, 000 
(3) Salt manufacturing____.__-- 2, 000, 000 
(4) Tobacco drying_......----. 2, 000, 000 
(5) Beer manufacturing plant__- 80, 000, 000 
Tot@l xed icnens ii. Lae 150, 000, 000 
Total, commerce and industry_-...-.---- 217, 000, 000 


| 
(1 
i 
14 
i 
i 
j 
| 
( 
i 
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RRFF loan requirements—fiscal year 1958 RRFF loan program—Continued 


CLASSIFICATION OF LOANS—continued 
. Agriculture: 
(a) Concrete or brick construction: Warehouses, offices, 
ete 4, 000, 000 
(b) Frame (wood) construction: Cattle pens 6, 000, 000 


Total, agriculture 10, 000, 000 


. Fisheries: 

(a) Other boats and nonexpendable equipment attached 
thereto for mackerel fishing (5 wood-bottom boats, 
at ¥1,000,000 

(b) Tuna fishing boat (1 steel-bottom boat) 

(c) Major repairs for boats and installation of nonex- 
pendable equipment attached thereto for mackerel 
fishing 


Total, fisheries 30, 000, 000 


. Municipal governments: 
(a) Naha. City: Water distribution, road construction, 


housing projects, ete 90, 000, 000 
(b) Goeku: Housing projects 40, 000, 000 
(c) Other: Miscellaneous city capital construction 10, 000, 000 


Total, municipal governments 


. Other (transportation, ete.): 
(a) Steel-bottom vessels (less than 300 tons) and non- 
expendable equipment attached thereto 25, 000, 000 
(b) Major repairs to steel-bottom vessels (or boats) and 
— of nonexpendable equipment attached 
thereto 


COMMODITY EXPORTS 


Senator Porter. I think along that line, Senator, I would like to 
ask if Okinawa or other islands export anything. Is there anything 
to export? 

Mr. Giuures. Yes. I have some figures here. In 1956—this is in 
dollar earnings—53 percent, or some $55 million, was derived from 
sale of goods and services to the United States forces, and 18.2 percent 
from commodity exports, principally to Japan, amounting to $17.4 
million. 

Senator Porrer. What commodities are exported? 

Mr. Giuuies. Principally black sugar and scrap. Those are the 
two major items making up the $17 million. 

Senator Porrrer. I would assume before the war the normal trade 
of Okinawa was with the mainland of China; is that right? 

Senator ELLENDER. No, Japan. 

Mr. Gruures. It was principally with Japan, That is still true 
today. 


AGRICULTURE 


Senator ELLenper. You have given us a picture of the industrial 
development. What about agriculture? 
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Mr. Giiures. Agriculture on the islands? 

Senator ELLENDER. How was that handled and to what extent have 
you increased agricultural production over the years? 

Mr. Guitutes. Agricultural production has been hampered to a 
great extent by the land that we have taken for military requirements 
and thus taken out of production. The remainder has increased in 
productivity. There is higher productivity in rice. They have 
improved their methods. Better varieties of plants also have been 
introduced. 


TECHNICAL COOPERATION 


Senator ELtenper. As I recall there was some money advanced in 
order, through technical cooperation, to get the University of Michi- 
gan, I think, to have a contract. 

Mr. Giuuises. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELttenper. Is that still going on? 

Mr. Gites. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the value of that contract per year? 

Mr. Gruuies. The cost to the United States is $80,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is a cooperative venture between the 
University of Okinawa and the University of Michigan? 

Mr. Gites. It is a contract between the Department of the Army 
and Michigan State University. The people who are paid from funds 
under that contract assist the university in the development of its 
program. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent has the university itself been 
improved? 

Mr. Gruutes. The university we feel is improving at a very rapid 
rate. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was it destroyed before the war? 

Mr. Giuures. It was not there before the war. 

Senator ELLENDER. We built it? 

Mr. Giuures. Okinawa was the only Japanese prefecture that did 
not have a university. 

Senator ELLENDER. So we provided one for them? 

- Mr. Giuuins. Yes, sir. 
Senator ELLENDER. That was very generous. 


GOAL FOR INCREASE IN GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 


General Garey. Notwithstanding the degree of recovery thus far 
achieved, the economy is still far from self-sufficient. The civil ad- 
ministration of the Ryukyus has realistically charted its course toward 
self-sufficiency by an economic plan encompassing the years 1956 
through 1960. During this period the civil administration hopes to 
increase the gross national product of the Ryukyus from the 1955 level 
of $131.7 million to a 1960 level of $187.3 million. 

Although the major portion of the cost of the above plan is being 
financed from Ryukyuan sources, private and governmental, some 
United States assistance will still be required. The largest item of 
the proposed United States fiscal year 1958 aid, excluding the cost 
of power facilities, will be used to augment the revolving loan fund, 
mentioned earlier, which is serving such a useful purpose in provid- 
ing necessary long-term credit for financing self-liquidating projects. 
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It is also proposed that we continue grants to the local government 
which, in effect, reimburse it for the added costs of public health and 
safety services which stem from the presence of the large number of 
United States forces personnel. There are also included certain 
grants in aid for financing Government programs and projects which 
are not self-liquidating but which are of particular importance in 
advancing United States objectives. 


CONSTRUCTION OF POWER SYSTEMS 


The foregoing requirements are incorporated in the request en- 
titled ‘Administration, Ryukyu Islands’ which totals $3,875,000. 
In a separate presentation entitled “Construction of Power Systems, 
Ryukyu Islands, Army,” we are also asking the Congress at this 
time for $9,200,000 to expand the land-based power generating 
capacity in the Ryukyus. 

If the committee will refer to page 8 of the justification labeled 
‘Administration, Ryukyu Islands’’ it will observe that the request is 
divided into three major sections, in accordance with the standard 
form of presentation used in the past. The $3,875,000 requested is 
an increase of $1,525,000 over the amount approved by the Congress 
ir fiscal year 1957. The major part of this increase is accounted for 
under the activity section, ‘Aid to the Rvukyuan economy” by the 
$1 million needed for loans to accelerate the growth of private enter- 
prise to which I have previously referred. More specifically the 
current request in this section is related to the amount approved for 
fiscal year 1957 as follows: 


TRANSPORTATION OF COMMODITIES 


1. The reduction of $30,000 under this project is made possible by 
a decrease in the requirements for funds to finance ocean transporta- 
tion costs of donated relief commodities. Transportation costs of 
surplus agricultural commodities made available under the provisions 
of title 3 of Public Law 480, and formerly financed under this appro- 
priation, are now being financed out of funds also provided under 
Public Law 480. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why should we provide any transportation of 
commodity expenses? The people there as you have indicated are 
pretty prosperous compared to what they were before. In fact, I 
know that, and you know that, too. Why should they not pay for 
them? Why should we assume the expense and keep more or less 
expanding, because that is what we are doing. 

General Gartry. These charitable institutions give these goods to 
the people as charity. The charitable institutions should not pay 
for it. If the Ryukyuan government paid for it, it would be just 
taking money from other things that they are paying for. We think 
by right we could furnish the transportation. 

Senator ELLENpER. How long do you expect us to assist them with 
all of the money that we are spending there, and the improvement 
that is being made available to those people? 

General Gariey. I imagine it will be a long time, Senator, in my 
own personal opinion. 
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POSSIBILITY OF BALANCING ECONOMY 


Senator ELLtenprErR. In other words, is there any chance to balance 
their economy to the point where they will be self sustaining? 

General Gattey. That is the purpose of this. 

Senator ELLenpeER. I know that is the purpose, but you do not 
foresee that there is a possibility of doing that? 

General Gaitey. In my opinion it will be a long time. Mr. 
Gillies is out there. I would like to get his opinion. 

Mr. Gitures. The Ryukyu Islands have always been a deficit area 
economically. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is why I asked the question. 

Mr. Gituies. They have limited resources. 

Senator ELLENDER. Very limited. 

Mr. Gites. Conceptually, the only possibility of making them 
economically self-sufficient would be conversion from an agricultural 
economy to industrial. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will never do that. 

Mr. Giuuirs. That is, some form of industrial production. 


LAND RENTAL 


Senator ELLenper. Aside from these grants that we are making 
here, and that you are asking for, how much money has been paid for 
the use of the land that is there by way of rentals or purchases and so 
forth? Do you know? 

Mr. Giuures. Yes, sir. The rental up until the year commencing 
July 1, 1955, was at the rate of about a million dollars a year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Very little of the land is owned by us. 

Mr. Giuuies. We have not acquired title to any of it, Senator. 

Senator ELLenper. It is all leased. 

Mr. Giuutgs. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. There is a little, as I understand, where public 
buildings were put up at the beginning, or was it all under lease? 

Mr. Gruutes. It is all under lease at the present. 

Senator ELLenpDER. Who gets that million dollars per year? 

Mr. Giuutes. The landowners. 

Senator ELLENDER. The landowners? 

Mr. Giuures. Yes, sir. There are about 50,000 landowners and 
they own roughly 40,000 acres that the United States has acquired, 
on an average of 0.8 acre per owner. The lard payments have been 
made to the landowners through the government of the Ryukyu 
Islands. 

Senator ELtenprer. That is about the rate of $25 an acre? 

Mr. Gruiuies. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much is the rental now? 


INCREASE IN RENTALS 


Mr. Giuuies. The rental was increased as of July 1, 1955, to about 
$3 million. 

Senator ELLenpER. That is $75 an acre. 

Mr. Giuuies. Approximately. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Why was that necessary? 


93207—57——-2 
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Mr. Giuuies. The 1955 appraisal was made on a different basis, 
The present land program there follows the recommendations made 
by the subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, 
headed by Mr. Price, that went out and took a look at the land problem 
in Okinawa and recommended that we go to a productivity method of 
appraisal for agricultural land. Utilization of that appraisal method 
resulted in this increase in rental. 

Senator Etuenper. This $75 an acre is profit to them. Suppose 
they took an acre of ground and planted rice, how much profit do you 
think they would make from it, if you took out the expense for ferti- 
lizer, labor, and things of that character? 

Mr. Gites. Let me put it on this way. On the 0.8 of an acre 
a farmer could subsist his family. He could produce enough to subsist 
his family. To buy the same things even at a subsistence level, we 
estimate costs approximately $350 a year. He does not earn enough 
off his rental to put him in the same position as he was when he was 
growing things and being able to subsist his family off the land. 

Senator ELLENpER. That is the reason for this new formula? 

Mr. Giuires. That was the rental formula. It has now been 
recommended and determined that we should terminate this rental 
program and go to a single payment, which would be for the full 
value of the land, and pay these landowners off so that we do not 
have an annual rental problem. That program is now just getting 
underway. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Is there much opposition to that method of 
handling it? 

Mr. Giuures. There was considerable opposition initially. That 
opposition is dissipating somewhat or at least it is not as intense as 
it was. There are a number of elements of the people in the Ryukyu 
Islands that feel that by this single method of payment they would 
get a substantial sum at one time that they could invest and could 
convert to other forms of livelihood better than they could through a 
continued annual rental program. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I would imagine if you gave to the people who 
own that land employment as was now being done that they are 
getting so much more out of it than they did before that I would not 
want to make a comparison. Would you? 

Mr. Gitures. It is quite true that a great many of the people who 
would lose their land have found jobs with the United States forces. 

Senator ELLeEnpER. Much more lucrative. 

Mr. Gitures. Many of them, however, have not. They were not 
physically fit or otherwise unsuited for such employment. 


LAND COST PER ACRE 


Senator Toys. Mr. Chairman, what is the contemplated cost per 
acre if you buy the land area outright? 

Mr. Wout. We are not buying it in the sense of acquiring title, but 
what we are proposing to do, because of the tremendous reluctance 
on the part of the Ryukyuans to give up land which to them has an 
ancestral and religious significance is to pay them fee value for the 
full possession and full use of the land for so long as the United States 
requires it. But whenever the United States ultimately will no longer 
require it, it will revert to the titleholder, which would be the current 
landowner or his descendants. 
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Senator Toyz. What is the contemplated acreage cost involved 
right now? 

Mr. Wout. The acreage cost on the average will run something in 
the neighborhood of $900 per acre. This is taking into account the 
total which includes very valuable agricultural land, dry farmland, 
residential and commercial land, and also forest and grazing land of a 
lesser value. Overall it runs roughly $900 an acre. 

Senator Tuyr. Was there any contemplated problem of this kind 
in mind at the time that you acquired the first lease there? 

Mr. Wout. At the time that we originally undertook the obliga- 
tion to make compensation to Okinawa landowners for the use of the 
land, which was from the date of the peace treaty with Japan, there 
was the initial design on the part of the United States to acquire fee 
title to the land. However, because Japan has residual sovereignty 
over the area, the State Department took the position that if we ac- 
quired fee title it would be an infringement of Japan’s residual sover- 
eignty. Ultimately because this could not be resolved between the 
State and Defense Departments, we had to make some kind of im- 
mediate compensation and that was a lease arrangement. 

Senator Ture. What number of troops are stationed on there? 

Mr. Wost. In all services? 

General Gainey. Could that be off the record? 

Senator Tuysr. Leave it off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Porrer. How many civilian employees do we have there 
now? » 

Mr. Nowe t. I do not have that number now. 

Senator Dworsuax. How many nationals are employed there? 

Mr. Gitites. Approximately 40,000 local Ryukyuans. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have the figure of the number of civilian 
employees on the island of all departments? 

General Garter. Not all the departments. All I have is the Army. 

Senator Porrer. What does the Army have? 

General Gattny. For 1958, the Department of the Army civilians 
173, and the native 258, making a total of 431. 

Mr. Nowe... May I clarify that? That is for the United States 
Civil Administration, not including the Department of Army military 
civilian employees working there. 

Senator Porrrer. It does not include the civil employees working 
directly with the Army? 

General Garry. No, sir, that is just for the civil administration. 

Senator Porrrr. I think it might be well for the record to have that. 


Senator ELuenper. I think that ought to be put in the record. 
General Gattey. Yes. 


TOTAL CIVIL ADMINISTRATION EMPLOYEES 


_Senator Porrer. Would you supply for the record the total number 
of civil employees by the Army, Air Force and Navy, and also for 


your civil administration, and also your total number including 
dependents? 


General GartLey. Yes, sir. 
(The information referred to follows:) 
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A total of 2,097 United States civilians are employed in the Ryukyu Islands by 


the military services including the United States civil administration of the 
Ryukyu Islands. 


The breakdown by services is as follows: 


The number of their dependents in islands totals approximately 1,650. 
FORM OF GOVERNMENT 


Senator ELtenpprR. How many of those are strictly civil adminis- 
tration, who handle the affairs of all the Ryukyu Islands? 

Mr. Noweu. Our strength today is 128 Department of Army 
civilians, and we have 215 native employees, which makes 343 
presently employed. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who operates the government there? Does 
not the local government have anything to say about its operation? 

General GaILey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Giuures. There has been established a democratic form of 
central government. There are three branches: the executive branch, 
the legislative branch, and the judicial branch. They conduct the 
affairs of government in the Ryukyu Islands under the general aegis 
and assistance and supervision of the civil administration. 

Senator ELLENDER. What veto power have you? 

Mr. Gites. The deputy governor has complete veto power over 
legislation. The local chief executive also has the veto power, but if 
overridden by the Ryukyu legislature, the matter is referred to the 
deputy governor. 

Senator Etuenper. That is insofar as the local government is 
concerned. 

Mr. Giniiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpeErR. I am talking about you, the civilian adminis- 
trators there; what veto power have you over laws that might be 
suggested by the local legislature? 

Mr. Gitires. That is what I was saying. The civil administra- 
tion has complete veto power. 

Senator Dworsuax. Did you not have an election there that had 
some unsatisfactory results recently? 

Mr. Gries. That was an election for the mayor of the city of 
Naha. It was unsatisfactory, yes, sir. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Hayprn. Do they have a system of partial representa- 
tion or whoever gets the most votes is elected? 

Mr. Giutures. For the central government legislature, it is a direct 
election from 29 legislative districts. In the city election for mayor, 
it is proportional. 

Chairman Haypen. The thing I don’t like is proportional repre- 
sentation. It gets you in trouble every time you have it. 

Mr. Gruuies. That is right, sir. We do not like that either. 
(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Haypren. General, you may proceed. 
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SUPPORT OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES AND PROJECTS 


General Gattey. No. 2, “Support of government services and proj- 
ects.’’ Funds for this purpose in fiscal year 1958 are proposed to be 
employed in two general areas: (1) The same amount as this year 
($500,000) is proposed for reimbursement to the government of the 
Ryukyus for increased costs in the GRI’s expenditures for services in 
the fields of public safety and immigration and public health and 
sanitation, necessitated by the presence of United States forces. This 
$500,000 is approximately 15 percent of the estimated total cost of 
these services during fiscal year 1958. (2) Support of the GRI public 
building construction program is needed in the amount of $500,000. 
There is a proposed decrease of $135,000 in the contribution to the 
public school construction program. This decrease is possible as a 
result of the greater responsibility assumed by the local government, 
which, it is estimated, will build 600 public-school classrooms from 
its own funds in fiscal year 1958. 


PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


Senator ELtenprER. Are there 600 public schools on all the islands? 

General Gartey. That is classrooms. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many children are there on those islands? 
How many classrooms do you have now? 

General Garter. We will get those figures. 

Mr. Harsison. 4,542 classrooms. 

Senator ELtenpER. You have at present 4,542? 

Mr. Harsison. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpER. That must be far in excess of what they had 
on those islands before we went there. 

Mr. Griiures. The population has more than doubled. 

Senator ELLenpER. 1 know. With good health, it will triple in the 
next 2 or 3 years, and you want to put 600 more. That is 5,000 
schoolrooms for 200,000 children. Very well. 


UNIVERSITY OF RYUKYUS 


General Gaituy. The United States contribution of $115,000 will 
replace 46 wooden classrooms built under emergency conditions just 
after the war. Increases include contributions for the construction 
of a general-classroom building and a dispensary for the University 
of Ryukyus of $67,500 and $10,000, respectively. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will you put in the record for us the cost of 
that university? 

General Garter. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpER. And who pays the teachers; and where they 
come from? 

General GaiLuy. Yes, sir; we will put those figures in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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Data RE tHE UNIVERSITY OF THE RyvuKyus 


The following data are furnished relative to the cost of the University of the 
Ryuky us plant; 


























Name of building Date of completion | Total cost 
NN nn ie enone tt ccadanicetentesakboes | Apr. 36,1900 -- o4-4-.-2-«--- $24, 542. 16 
Agriculture.................- ~SahS ab do se AL SEE Te --| July 25, 1952_........ bi Akl. 66, 900. 00 
Te ee! Ne oe aie do elit saat 14, 766. 66 
Men’s dormitory (south)__.________-.------------.------_--- | March 1953_- Ss 67, 500. 00 
Men’s dormitory (north)....-.-_-.-------- 2 pasa HikS « Fob,/29, 1954.....-...-..--.- 65, 000. 00 
Vocational education - satus sibs ete apileas om aalegheatee eee Feb. 24, ic cdeendectensol 70, 250. 00 
Shikiya Memorial Libr: Wh oh (OCG ie 8...  pidabeds bd a ey | RR ARE NN 181, 250. 00 
NSE SERA, TERRES" ee SITE ot ae I actin wit 140, 000. 00 


Total cost, construction i 639, 208. 82 


Direct appropriated United States funds are not involved in the construction 
cost of the buildings of the University of the Ryukyus. Identifiable United 
States civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands grant-in-aid funds from sources 
such as counterpart funds (which are no longer available) are as follows: 














a sae ae edi race adruna . $5, 500 
I a a a ce a I ER te a cw 82, 175 
lies a ad 8s nce, bean eee ee CS otk ER, She BW 24 Pe eS _..- 67, 500 
DOO ire a ences alivaneanc2bo we Dane edad maitttn AOA Cee e 65,000 
i hogs Se Seca: SP eer, Seeman aE sasarn peep 90, 000 
PROG ek. Sa. 09S SFE Le OL sh ee Tt 58, 425 


Total 368, 600 


The professors and other staff members of the University of the Ryukyus are 
paid by the government of the Ryukyu Islands. 

The faculty of the university are chiefly Ryukyuans. A few Japanese professors 
are engaged by the university. Of the 120 members of the faculty, 33 full-time 
and 13 part-time members are graduates of the exchange-of-persons program: of 
the Army. 


HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 






General Gariey. $150,000 toward construction of a 100-bed hos- 
pital on the southern island of Miyako, the total cost of which is 
$250,000. 

Senator ELLenpER. Who will maintain that? 

General Gattey. The government of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Senator Extenprr. They have the doctors there. 

General Gattey. They are short doctors, but they are going to try 
to run it with what they have 

Senator Ex.tenper. I heard that when we put up a hospital in 
Paraguay, but we are still there with our doctors and nurses and’ 
everything else. Watch that, General. 

General Garter. Yes, sir. 

A health center in Naha costing $75,000; and a contribution of 
$82,500 for a combination police-immigration - building and Naha 
District police station building. The total cost of the latter is 
$175,000. 




















ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FINANCING 





The $1 million for economic development financing, to which we 
ofacils so much importance, is a new item in the fiscal year 1958 
program. In the Ryukyus, as in most of the Orient, long-term credit 
has been difficult to obtain. Prior to the establishment of the Ryukyu 
reconstruction finance fund (RRFF) by the United States Civil 
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Administration, the maximum term which could be obtained on a loan 
in the Ryukyus was 5 years. The RRFF operated by the Bank of 
the Ryukyus as trustees, remains the only source in the Ryukyus of 
long-term credit for industrial, commercial, agricultural, and -trans- 
portation expansion. Resources of this fund in the past have accrued 
from yearly contributions of counterpart and net earnings of business- 
type operations, but are insufficient for fiscal year 1958 requirements. 
Counterpart funds are no longer available and repayment to the fund 
do not yet equal requirements for servicing sound new loans. 


REPAYMENT OF LOANS 


Senator ELLenDER. How are those payments being made? Are 
they up to date? 

General Gartey. They have a fine record of repayments. We have 
the exact figures. 

Mr. Baron. All the loans in the Ryukyu reconstruction finance 
fund are being repaid. They are made on an installment basis. 


TOTAL IN RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE FUND 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the amount of that fund? 

Mr. Baron. At the present time it is 2,004 million yen. 

Senator ExuenperR. That is how many American dollars? 

Mr. Baron. That is at the rate of 120 yen to 1 dollar, or about 
$16.7 million. 

Senator ELuenpeErR. That is the estimated capital contribution by 
the United States from what are essentially counterpart fund resources 


as of June 30, 1957, or at the end of this month. 

General, how will this million dollars be used that you propose to 
add for loans? 

General Gartry. In the same manner that the rest have been used. 

Senator ELLENDER. By way of counterpart funds? 

General Gattey. No, sir. They make long-term loans to industry. 

Senator ELuenpeER. That is in addition to the $16 million we have 
just been talking about. 

General Gattey. Yes, sir; it goes to the same fund. 

Senator ELLenpeER. I notice on the last page of your statement 
where economic aid has been reduced to $8.7 million in 1957. In 1958 
there will be an increase over that. This is on the last page of your 
statement. 

General Gainey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you are going up. 

General GaiLEy. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpEr. I would judge it is not as good as you expected 
it to be. 

General Gainey. This million dollars takes part of that. 

Senator ELLENpER. Who requested that? Did you yourself make 
the suggestion or are things so bad that you have to increase it rather 
than decrease? 

General Gaitry. The emphasis came from the theater to us. 

Senator ELLenpER. Who from the field? 

General Garey. The civil administration in the Ryukyus. 

Senator ELnenpER. Why do we not try to curtail that rather than 
decrease it, since you say that things are going all right, and you have 
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a big fund there? I know there is a lot of prosperity there by contrast 
to what it was before. 

Mr. Baron. Basically, Senator, the reason is this. All previous 
resources of this fund have been essentially from the counterpart fund 
resources. 

Senator ELLENDER. You say essentially. How much? 

Mr. Baron. Allofit. There have not been any appropriated funds 
put into this fund. 

Senator Exuenper. Did they get any cash at all in order to buy 
goods and so forth from the United States? 

Mr. Baron. They can take the yen currency they have and freely 
convert it for those purposes to United States dollars so that they are 
capable of buying anything required from the United States or any 
other country in the world. 

Senator ELtenprer. Will you explain to us why it is necessary to 
increase the fund with all we have given them up to now, and with the 
prosperity that reigns there now? 

Mr. Baron. The United States Civil Administration had resources 
in counterpart funds from the previous years of higher economic aid, 
particularly in the early 1950’s. However, that resource has de- 
creased, and United States aid is no longer being used to acquire 
commodities which then are sold to produce counterpart funds. 

Senator ELLeNpER. In 1947 you started with $9 million. In 1948 

ou had 13, and you went to a high of 49 million and all of that may 
e necessary. Then you kept on decreasing until you get to 1957 
where it was 0.87. 

Mr. Baron. That is correct. 

Senator ELLeNpER. How much will it be in 1958? 

Mr. Baron. That figure will change to 2.09. 

Senator ELLenpeR. You are going up; when you ought to be de- 
creasing, you want to go up. As long as you do that, those people will 
expect you to keep goingup. That is the argument I have been putting 
up before the Senate on many occasions that we will never get rid of 
foreign aid if you keep on increasing it. Here you have done a good 
job apparently of decreasing from a high point of 49.054 to last year 
of 0.87. Now you want to put it 2 million plus. 


NECESSITY FOR ECONOMIC AID 


Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, could we get any explanation of why 
the increase, because with all the troops there, that tremendous pay- 
roll of troops and civilian employees, you are putting up all of these 
school buildings, which means a tremendous payroll on the islands in 
the construction field, and all of this construction that you are planning 
for here, the dollars will pour into that island area in such huge 
volumes that any economic aid that you need there you are going to 
have to itemize if you will ever get my support for it. It just does 
not make sense in a nation that is straining under the burden of tax- 
ation that this Nation is, and when you know you have that payroll 
going into that island area, and all of this construction for schools 
and educational facilities and the hospital, that will employ every 
able-bodied man over there, I can’t for the life of me see where eco- 
nomic aid is required. You will have to itemize it or I am absolutely 
deaf to your request. 
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General Gattry. Sir, we have in the request here the backup for 
all these items we have asked for in the increase. For example, take 
the hospital in Miyako. At the present time the only hospital they 
have in that island, with a population of 80,000 — is a 30-bed 
hospital that is set up in an old Japanese signal building. I was down 
there myself. 

Senator ELtenpEerR. What did they have there before we came into 
the picture? Nothing? 

General Gartey. I do not know, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Nothing. 

General GatLry. I would not say that because I don’t know. 

Senator Turk. But the economic aid 

General Garey. You mean the million dollars. 

Senator Torr. Yes. Are you going to give that economic aid to 
the people there? If you give them a hospital structure, and the 
employment that hospital structure is going to provide, is not that 
going to be economic assistance without you pouring it into the treas- 
ury of that population? You are providing all of this work down there 
as well as the huge revenue from the payroll of the troops and the 
civilian employees, but you come along and propose an economic aid. 
You are going to $2 million. You had tapered it down to $0.87 million. 
I cannot understand where you are going to give them the economic 
aid and why the requirement. 

Senator Porrer. Is not it true, General, that a million dollars of 
this is going to this revolving fund? 

General Gatney. That is right. 

Senator Porrer. Do I understand this is the first time we have 
ever made direct appropriations to the fund? 

General Garter. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Porrrr. Before the fund has been financed from counter- 
part funds, and the counterpart funds now have run out? 

General Garry. That is correct. 

Senator Porrer. What is going to happen? Is this a continuing 
project where we will have to continue to support the fund? It isa 
million dollars this year. What is projected for the following year? 

General Gariey. It is hoped, Senator, that this is not a continuing 
appropriation. 

Senator Porrer. The million dollars will tied it over? 

General Gaitey. We hope so; yes, sir. It looks now that possibly 
next year there won’t be a request for it. 

Senator Porrmr. According to the testimony that has been given, 
you state that the repayments to the fund have been good? 

General Garey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. What is the reason, then, for the additional 
million dollars at this time, if your repayments have been up to 
ial Is it because of contemplated acceleration of use of the 
und? 

Mr. Baron. Actually it is a decrease in use of the fund. However, 
the contribution that would compare to this $1 million is $2% million of 
counterpart funds allocated for this same purpose in 1957. We are 
requesting appropriated funds of $1 million which then compares to 
that $2% million. 

However, the total program compares to approximately $6 million 
which goes down to approximately $5 million. The total lending 
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program will decrease by about $1 million in 1958 as compared to 
1957. 

Senator Porrmr. You have on hand in the fund approximately $16 
million at the present time? 

Mr. Baron. Yes. 

Mr. Murer. May I add that most of that is loaned out. It isa 
question of the repayments not coming back into the fund as yet as 
rapidly as the demand for new credit to expand the economy. The 
objective is to keep this private expansion in the economy going for- 
ward so that in the not too distant future the requirements for direct 
United States aid will decrease. 

Senator Porrrr. When your fund was established, I assume you 
planned on it being a self-operating fund? 

Mr. Baron. It is a revolving fund. 

Senator Porrrr. But it is not going to be if we have to put in a 
million dollars. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Subsidize it. 

Senator Porter. Yes. 

Mr. Baron. Let me say that the repayments to that fund will be 
$3 million by the borrowers during 1958. They will also pay in slightly 
in excess of $1 million in interest payments. That makes $4 million 
available, roughly speaking, for the contribution to the 1958 program. 


EFFECT OF DISALLOWANCE OF REQUEST 





Senator Porrmr. Let me ask you this. What will happen if we do 
not allow you that million dollars for your fund? What will happen to 
the fund? 

Mr. Baron. The total fund, instead of issuing approximately $5 
million of long-term loans during fiscal 1958, would then issue only 
$4 million. 

Senator Porrer. What was the amount of your loans for this last 
year? 

Mr. Baron. The values for the loans last year in this program was 
$6 million. It is expected to go down because of the increased ability 
of the Ryukyuan people to carry on these things without outside help. 

Senator Porrer. Do you have applications for loans for this addi- 
tional million dollars? 

Mr. Baron. Yes. We have continuing applications that come into 
the fund. 

Senator Porrer. Could you tell the committee what loans will be 
made with this extra million? 

Mr. Baron. I cannot tell you which ones would be made with the 
actual million, but I could tell you the types of loans that would be 
made with the $5 million. 

Senator Turn. If the Senator will permit, let us broaden the ques- 
tion and say what is in the applications now that embodies the $5 
million contemplated before you even consider any additional funds. 
What is the nature of the projects? What are they going to use that 
money for? 

Mr. Baron. I could give you that information. 
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1958 LOAN PROGRAM 


The 1958 program contemplates—I am going to give you these 
figures in dollars—a million eight in domestic housing. This fund not 
only provides industrial development, but it provides for the housing. 

Senator Tuyr. That is $1.8 million for housing for the native civilian 
population on the island? 

Mr. Baron. That is correct. 

Senator Ture. They are going to borrow this money and then pro- 
ceed to build themselves housing. 

Mr. Baron. That is correct. 

Senator Tuyr. That is $1.8 million. 

Mr. Baron. There are $2 million in the commerce and industry 
category. This is the development of commercial activities. Break- 
ing down the commerce and industry category, we have manufactur- 
ing plants, warehouses, stores, office building and rental housing of 
approximately $450,000, or 52 million yen. This is of a concrete or 
brick construction, which is the top style construction on the island. 

Another category is the wood construction of the same type of 
activities which is about $130,000. 

Senator Turn. These are store buildings? 

Mr. Baron. These are commercial warehouses, store buildings, 
manufacturing plants, and office buildings. 

Next to that we have the installation and equipment for various 
industrial activities which total approximately $1.3 million, which is 
one of the major programs; for example, a 300-ton sugar mill, which 
will cost $500,000. You remember, sugar is our main basic export, 
and we will export something short of $10 million in this year, but 
probably in 1958 it will be up to the $10 million level. 


SUGAR MILLS 


Senator Tuyr. Have they a sugar mill? 

Mr. Baron. They have quite a number of sugar mills. This is a 
new sugar mill for the increased activity in the island of Ishigaki, 
which is one of the southern islands, and one of the few islands which 
is in a sense underpopulated compared to the island of Okinawa. 

Senator Tuyr. Will this replace a sugar mill or will it be a new mill? 

Mr. Baron. It will be a new mill in an island which does not have 
a mill this size and will replace quite a number of uneconomic small 
sugar mills of about 10-ton capacity. 

Senator Ettenper. Will a corporation be organized for that 
purpose? 

Mr. Baron. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much money will they put im? 

Mr. Baron. They will put in approximately a like amount. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Have you a bank on the Ryukyu Islands? 

Mr. Baron. Yes. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Who operates it? 

Mr. Baron. The Bank of the Ryukyus is a private banking 
institution. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why cannot they lend this money? 

Mr. Baron. They are lending all the money required for the 
commercial financing of everything 5 years or under. They do not 
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have the resources to go into long-term loans. This loan would 
probably be for 15 years. 


POSSIBILITY OF BORROWING FUNDS 


Senator Extenpger. Why couldn’t this fund borrow this million 
dollars from the bank that you say you want, and repay it, and not 
have us replenish it? In other words, you have assets there. You 
have all of those notes, I presume, that you hold from the various 
people on the island. Why couldn’t those notes be used as collateral 
to borrow money from the bank and save the United States Treasury 
at least a million dollars? 

Mr. Baron. The problem is the availability of adequate credit for 
5 years and under. 

Senator ELtenper. I am talking about this revolving fund. Hasn’t 
it got authority to borrow? 

Mr. Baron. No, it does not. It could be easily given that authority. 

Senator ELLENDER. Of course it could, the same as RFC. They 
borrowed money from all the banks. They used the collateral they 
had in order to make the loans. Why could not you do the same thing 
with your RFC over there? 

Mr. Baron. We are hoping to do that this year. 

Senator ELLeNpgER. Do it and forget about this million dollars; 
try to help your Government out a little bit. 

Senator Porrer. What interest do they pay on the loan? 

Mr. Baron. The basic commercial loans are made at the interest 
rates of 6 to 7 percent. There is 1 class that runs 4 percent, but that 
is made to municipal governments. 

Senator Porrmr. Is that comparable to the interest that the 
national bank charges? 

Mr. Baron. The national bank would charge something higher than 
that on the short-term loans. 


COUNTERPART FUNDS 


Senator DworsHak. What has happened to the counterpart funds 
or were they dissipated? 

Mr. Baron. The counterpart funds were generated only so long 
as we brought in commodities for sale. We stopped bringing in 
commodities for sale in 1954. The counterpart funds were used for 
such things as building up this fund which is $16.7 million. 

Senator Porrzr. I did not hear your answer to Senator Ellender’s 
question about the possibility of borrowing from the national bank 
there by the fund. 

Mr. Baron. They are contemplating it. 

Senator Porrer. Could they not borrow this million dollars? 

Mr. Baron. Up to the present time there has not been enough 
credit available to meet the short term plus all the required long term. 

Senator Porrrr. In other words, the national bank would not have 
the resources. 

Mr. Baron. It did not generate that much in savings from which 
it could lend to this fund for long-term credit. 

Senator ELLENpER. This ona not be long term. You could lend 
it on a yearly basis. 
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Mr. Baron. Basically the Bank of Ryukyu has gone from 1-year 
loans up to 3-year loans, and now up to 5-year loans. In a sense it 
has taken over a part of the job of providing long-term credit. 

Senator ELLenpER. The point I am trying to make is that you have 
an RFC there, the same as we had here in the United States, and 
what the RFC did was to take the collateral and borrow on it. Why 
can you not do the same thing with this bank on a yearly basis, or a 
2-year basis? 

Mr. Baron. The only problem is of the Bank of the Ruykyus to 
develop enough credit to heguila all the activities that are required in 
lending in 5 years, and under. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not seem to get the point I am making. 

Mr. Baron. I understand. 

Senator ELLENDER. You want to increase your long-range program 
by a million dollars; is that right? 

Mr. Baron. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have on hand today about $16 million of 
collateral. 

Mr. Baron. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why could you not use that collateral to borrow 
from this bank on a yearly basis to make up the $5 million you say is 
necessary to run out this year? 

Mr. Baron. Let me put it this way. The Bank of the Ryukyus 
can lend only what it takes in as deposits from the people of the 
Ryukyu Islands. They do not have currency-creating powers to 
create a currency to expand this particular credit in such a manner. 

Senator ELLenper. I personally think you have gone fast enough 
now so that you can keep that revolving fund going without further 
encroaching on us. I think you could do a good job of it. Some of 
you people don’t seem to consider the impact that all of these advances 
We are making are going to have on our economy. We are to the 
point now, my dear sir, if we keep on going the way we are we will 
be begging around for some money. 

Mr. Baron. This is clearly intended to increase the economic 
activity and the gross national product and income in Okinawa. 

Senator Porrer. You envision that this million dollars would be a 
one-shot deal. You do not think you will have to come back next 
year to replenish the fund? 

Senator ELLenpER. I would not say that. 

Mr. Baron. It is early in the day to tell what will happen in 1958. 


ADMINISTRATION AND REORIENTATION PROGRAM 


Senator ELLEenpeER. I notice your administration and reorientation 
program started off with two and a half million dollars in round figures 


and went up to $3.7 million in 1955, and now you have it down to 
1.480. 


General Gatney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExtenpEer. With fewer dollars to handle, why is that 
amount so high, or does that cover the whole administration? 

General GartLtey. That covers the whole administration and the 
reorientation field, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is to pay that one hundred-odd employees 
that. you spoke of that you have on the various islands? 
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General Gaitny. Yes, sir. There is an increase in. personnel in- 
volved in this and an increase in the information and education pro 
gram which I will cover in my statement. 

Senator ELLenpER. Very well. Proceed. 

General Gartey. The attainment of the goals in the economic 
plan is dependent upon the continuing availability of a long-term 
credit supply of approximately $5 million annually. Loan repayments 
and interest earnings are currently running at about $3.5 million per 
year. Action is being taken in connection with lump-sum payment 
for land and is also expected to increase funds available for long-term 
credit. 
TECHNICAL COOPERATION 





4. The item designated “Technical cooperation” is to continue the 
contract with the Michigan State University for technical assistance 
to the University of the Ryukyus. A similar amount was approved 
for this purpose for the current fiscal year. 


CIVIL INFORMATION AND EDUCATION 
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The next section, “Civil information and education,’ totaling 
$210,000 compares with $200,000 approved for fiscal year 1957. The 
increase in this project is necessary to cover increased costs for travel 
and maintenance and for the resident training of 4 Ryukyuan doctors 
for a 6-month period each at the Ryukyus Army Hospital. 


ADMINISTRATION 


The third section, “Administration”, proposes a net increase of 
$295,000 in the administrative limitation. The decrease of $71,000 
in item (a) results from shifting the pay of indigenous employees pre- 
viously included under “Information and educational materials and 
services” to ‘‘Pay to civilian employees” for fiscal year 1958. Ac- 
cordingly, the $334,000 increase for pay of civilian employees, in item 
(b) includes this $71,000 addition, making the actual increase for 
payment of personnel $263,000. This net increase is to provide an 
additional 39 graded positions and 25 additional Ryukyuan employees. 
The additional requirements are for (1) the establishment of United 
States staffed courts in the judicial system; (2) improvement of labor- 
relations activities; (3) efficient administration of the land acquisition 
and resettlement program; (4) monitoring the enforcement of tax and 
revenue laws; and (5) an expanded public information program. 
There is also $59,410 included to cover the United States Government 
contribution to the civil service retirement funds, which was not 
provided for in the fiscal year 1957 program. 

Senator Porrmr. You say “an expanded public information pro- 
gram.”’ What kind of program do you have now and what do you 
contemplate? 

General Gainey. We have Mr. Harbison here who has been con- 
nected with that program all along if you would let him tell you 
about it. 

Mr. Harsrson. Mr. Chairman, in February of this year the Office 
of Civil Information and Education was reorganized to provide two 
divisions the Office of Education and the Office of Public Information. 
The latter office is composed of the following sections: Press, Publica- 
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tions, Radio, Motion Pictures and Cultural Centers. Press releases 
are furnished by USCAR 3 times a week to the Ryukyuan newspapers 
of which 9 are published daily, 2 every other day, 2 semiweekly, 
11 weekly, 7 semimonthly, and 28 monthly. . 

Senator Porrer. Could I ask this question: Do we publish the 
newspapers? 

Mr. Harsison. We do not; no, sir. I said that we furnish press 
releases to these papers. 

Senator Porrer. How much does that cost us? 

Mr. Harsison. The press publications run about $12,000 a year. 

Senator Porrer. How much does the total program cost? 

Mr. Harsison. $109,000. 

Senator Porrrer. Is the USIA operating out there? 

Mr. Harsison. They are not out there. We have a contract with 
them to furnish certain services for this purpose, among which are 
radio supplies, recordings, and so forth. We furnish mats for publica- 
tions, photographs peculiar to the areas, southeast Asia especially. 

Senator Porrer. The present program costs $109,000. 

Mr. Harstson. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. You want to expand it to what? 

Mr. Nowe. May I clarify that, sir? In the information and 
educational materials project there is an amount of $109,000, which is 
included under administration on page 8. That $109,000. Excluding 
the $71,000 for native employees, which we transferred to another 
project, actually there is no increase in the project. 

Senator Porrmer. You have here an expanded public information 
program. What is the program now and how much are you expand- 
ing it? 

Mr. Nowe... The actual increase within the projects is only 
$10,000. However, as the general explained in additional personnel 
for which we are asking under ‘‘Pay of civilians’’—in the increase of 
39 positions—3 positions in the amount of $21,560 are requested in 
connection with the expanded information program. 

Senator Porrrer. What are these positions? 

Mr. Nowetu. One is the director of information and public rela- 
tions. Another is the youth affairs officer (for education), and one is 
clerical GS-5. 

Senator Porrer. You do not have a director of information now? 

Mr. Giuuies. Previously there was one department, education and 
civil information, with a director responsible for both programs. It 
was felt that the information program was sufficiently important that 
it should be set up as a separate office directly responsible to the civil 
administrator and in so doing and increasing their activity, these 
additional positions were required for efficient functioning of the office. 


OBJECTIVE OF INFORMATION PROGRAM 


Senator Dworsuax. What is the objective of your information 
program? 

Mr. Gitutes. The objective of the information program is to get 
the United States story across to the Ryukyuan people and to create 
an acceptance of our requirement for long-term retention of those 
bases for the security of the United States. 

Senator DworsHax. How long have we been over there now? 
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Mr. Guuures. We have been in the Ryukyu Islands since 1944. 
Senator Porrmr. We thought we were doing that in Formosa. 
Senator Ettenper. That is right. 

Senator DworsHak. Haven’t we convinced them that we are doi 
an altruistic job in helping to stabilize their economy and to safeguar 
the country and improve their general conditions? Do you not think 
we have succeeded so far in doing that? 

Mr. Giuties. I think we have made great progress in that direction, 
but there is stimulation from outside the Ryukyu Islands for objectives 
and purposes that are not consonant with the United States objectives. 
We have a continual problem of combating that external propaganda 
that holds out hopes to the Ryukyuans that they would be better off 
if we would return the islands to somebody else, or if the United 
States bases were not maintained there. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Some other country might come in and lavish 
more attention and spend more money than we have? 

Mr. Gitures. We recognize that as being pure propaganda, but to 
the Ryukyuan farmer working in the rice paddy, that type of story 
may have some appeal. We have to get out story across. 

Senator ELLenpmR. The reasons assigned by you are verbatin to 
what the USIS program is all over the world. 

Mr. Grtres. Sir? 

Senator E,itenper. I say the language you use as to why it is neces- 
sary to have an information service is almost verbatim to what the 
USIS program used all over the world. 

Mr. Gituies. They do not have a program there. 

Senator ELLtenpmr. I know they do not, but it is the same objective. 
There is no difference at all. 

What is the advantage of creating it separately? Why do you not 
go on as you are going now and save those three jobs? 

Mr. Giuiies. Senator, we think we ought to do a better job and we 
could do a better job with this reorganization. 






































YOUTH DIRECTOR 





Senator Porrer. What is your youth director going to do? 
Mr. Gitures. They have local youth organizations there, called 
youth association, which is rather important politically. It plays an 
important role in politics. We want to see that they get the right 
slant on these things. They are participating from time to time in 
such matters as the reversion movement and antiland acquisition 
demonstrations. Direct work with the leaders of the youth associa- 
tion is necessary in order to combat this attitude that they sometimes 
demonstrate. 

Senator ELttenper. Can’t that be demonstrated in the schools? 
You have control of the schools to a large extent. 

Mr. Giuuies. No, sir. The teachers in the schools are Ryukyuans. 

Senator ELtenper. I know, but you have to manage them. 

Mr. Griuuies. No, sir, we don’t directly manage them. We assist 
the local government in developing its programs. 

Senator ELLenperR. Could not that be taught to the children there 
where all of them can get it rather than to have a fellow go around as 
you propose? 
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Mr. Gruutes. It would be most desirable if it worked; that way. 
These are Ryukyuan people, the ones that are teaching, and the ones 
that are learning. 

Senator Porrer. I would assume that with the aid of Michigan: 
State University, and they have pararors over there, that they should 
be in a position to do a great job in molding the minds of the youth. 

Mr. Giuures. They are, sir, 

Senator Dworsuak: Did we build some of these school classrooms 
for them? 

Mr. Giuurss. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Do we help pay the salaries of these teachers? 

Mr. Giuuties, No, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Not at all? We never have? 

Mr. Gruuies. The salaries of teachers are paid solely from locally 
generated income of the government of the Ryukyu Islands, 

Senator DworsHak. Through taxes. 

Mr. Gitures. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsnak. All we have contributed is the school buildings? 

Mr. Giuuizs. The capital construction—or rather a portion of the 
capital construction program. 


COURT SYSTEM 


Senator Porrrr. Let me ask you another question. You have the 
establishment for United States staffed courts in the judicial system, 
Is this something new? 

Mr. Gitures. This court system that is envisoned is new. At the 
present time there are three courts in the Ryukyu Islands. There 
are the courts-martial that take care of all the cases under United 
States military law. There are the Ryukyuan courts that have crim- 
inal and civil jurisdiction over the Ryukyuans. We have a small 
civil administration court that has jurisdiction of Ryukyuans for 
ofienses against the United States forces. There is no forum at 
present where civil cases involving persons subject to military law and 
a Ryukyuan could have a case heard, because the Ryukyuan courts 
have no jurisdiction over any person subject to military law. 

Senator Porrer. There is no status-of-forces treaty or anything 
like that? 

Mr. Gituies. No, sir. The United States has legis!ative, adminis- 
trative and judicial powers pursuant to article 3 of the peace treaty. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is that your justification for these 39 additional 
graded positions and 25 additional Ryukyuan employees that the 
general has spoken of? 

General Gaitey. We have a breakdown of those. 

Mr. Nowe... The increase of 39 positions includes 14 positions for 
the judicial system the General was speaking of, 6 positions added in 
connection with the promotion of labor relations, 9 positions added 
to insure carrying out of the land acquisitions and resettlement pro- 
gram, the 3 positions for the public information program that we 
spoke of a while ago, 4 positions to institute better revenue enforce- 
_ and 3 positions for immigration enforcement, making a total 
of 39. 

Senator EttenpEeR. Those 39 would be Americans? 

Mr. Nowe... Yes, sir. 
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Senator Exttenper. All Americans? 
Mr. Nowe tt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Etuenper. In fact, we are almost in charge of those 
islands, are we not? We handle practically all of the administration, 
Tt is all under our care. JI am wondering why it is necessary to have 
this additional number of peoplé on the information service that 
Senator Potter has just been talking about. 

General Gattry. That was based on the administration’s desire out 
there. 

Senator ELuenpER. I understand that. J want to justify it. 

General Gattey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. That is what I would like to have. Here we 
are in charge of that government, practically. You have the veto 
power, have you not? 

General Gattery. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

Funds are requested to provide three additional personnel to assist in the 


conduct of a more effective public information program for the dissemination of 
information to the Ryukyuan people. These positions are: 





| 
Title Grade 








| 
Number of Annual 
positions Positions | “swlary salary 
— Ss Yh Sh 
Director, information and paki relations _.....-_---... RO, vc tcnte cbie oe 1 $10, 320 
Youth RUARS CU se. .w oe <5 i Sho 3-5 cnn ie census IPAs a geckcens 1 7, 570 
Semen F 5 AM oh bl ee Jedd GG c. 55k s.t 1 | 3, 670 
Shih db te cdabewes «nbn 55hdin Leese is oid ente dd 3 


21, 560: 


The office of public information in the Ryukyus must continue to bring facts 
to the people there. The facts must be presented in the light of the relationship 
between themselves and the United States which has such a vital effect on their 
way of life. 

The young are even less qualified than their elders to recognize alienating pro- 
paganda that comes from without their homeland. The facts must be sifted for 
them from the chaff of half-truth if they are to have a true perspective and appre 
ciation of what the United States stands for. 

The operation of this program will devolve upon the Ryukyuans, but without 
the support of this program many opportunities for well-timed influence will in- 
evitably be lost. 


REASON FOR INFORMATION SERVICE 





Senator ELtenper. You can go about and make reforms almost of 
your own choosing, provided it is in keeping with what we ‘desire to 
do there. You are in control, in other words. It is not like gomg 
into a country where you have to depend on the local government 
entirely. Here is one that is practically of your own creation. Why 
you should go in and put this Information Service in, I do not know. 
It strikes me what you want to do is what we are doing i in other parts 
of the world with the USIS program. 

General Gaitey. The information and education program is @ 
continuing and most important program. You just cannot stand still 
in that program. You have other influences that are taking every 
advantage that they can to downpedal what you are doing. 

Senator Ertenper. That is your point, because if you are in 
charge, if anything comes there, I will attribute it to the management. 
That is what I would say offhand. Here you are, as I said, in entire 
control of the government of those islands. If any laws are passed 
which you do not like, you can veto them. 
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General Gattny. That is'true. We are talking about selling what 
we are doing and having the people understand what we are doing 
and being with us. ; 

Senator ELLeNpER. You have enough there, I believe, with the 
Army and your people. How many do you have there already? 

Mr. Nowe tt. The actual strength is 128 Army civilians. 


LABOR RELATIONS 


Senator Porrrr. I notice you have an item here for improved labor 
relations. Do you have organized labor there? 

Mr. Gruuies. The organized-labor movement is just commencing. 
It is just getting underway. 

Senator Porter. Is it in friendly hands or not? 

Mr. Gitures. We have taken measures to assure that the Com- 
munists did not get control of this budding labor movement through 
the screening of officers of trade unions. We were visited by a com- 
mittee from the ICFTU, International Confederation of Free Trade 
Unions, of which the AFL-CIO is an affiliate, and they made a report 
to the central committee of the ICFTU in which they criticized some 
of our labor practices. They felt that we should revise some of the 
labor laws there, that they were too complicated for the development 
of a free trade-union movement. They made a number of recom- 
mendations which, if carried out, will certainly require a greater work- 
load on the part of the civil administration. That is the reason for 
this additional increase. 

Senator Porrmr. Work to revise the labor laws? 

Mr. Giuures. That is one of the things that must be done. There 
also must be continual liaison with the United States forces’ employers 
by the civil administration, the Army, Navy, and Air Force, to assure 
uniformity in employment practices among this 40,000 people they 
employ. There will be work with the Ryukyuan Central Labor 
Board that will hear appeals on unfair employment practices, etcetera. 
ane will be an expanded labor program in almost every field of 
abor. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is your local labor employed on the construc- 
tion and military buildings? 

Mr. Gigs. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. The typhoons destroyed a lot of the buildings. 

They were repaired and rebuilt with local labor. 

Mr. Gites. Yes, sir. 

WAGE SCALES 


Senator DworsHak. What are the wage scales? 

Mr. Gites. I don’t have that figure here. 

Mr. Baron. The general wage scale will run for the construction- 
type labor $40 per month. 

Senator DworsHak. Are they native contractors or American 
contractors who do that work? 

Mr. Baron. Both. They are American, Japanese, and Ryukyuan. 

Senator Ertenper. Would you mind putting in the record the 
extras that the civilian employees obtain there by way of rent allow- 
ances and other benefits? 

General Garey. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Ettenper. I do not suppose you have that available now, 
_General Gattey. They can tell you roughly now, but they can’t 
give you the exact figure. 
(The information referred to follows:) 
The Department of the Army civilians employed by the United States civil 
administration of the Ryukyu Islands receive, in addition to their base pay, a 
10-percent allowance for overseas differential pay. All unmarried employces are 


furnished bachelor-type quarters; married employees of grade GS-7 and above 
with dependents receive family-type quarters without charge. 


HIGHEST PAID CIVILIAN OFFICIAL 


Senator ELuenpER. Who is your highest paid man in the island 
now in the civilian operation? 

Mr. Nowe... Mr. Gillies, the Deputy Civil Administrator. 

Mr. Gruturss. I do not know that I am the highest paid. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is your straight salary? 

Mr. Giuures. My rating is a GS-15. 

Senator ELLenpER. How much money is that? 

Mr. Giiuies. That runs from $11,610 to $12,690, I believe. 

Senator Ettenper. What is it actually? 

Mr. Griutzs. It is at $12,690. 

Senator ELLENDER. What do you get for rental allowance? 

Mr. Gaiiures. I don’t get a rental allowance. 

Senator ELLENDmER. You have to pay it out of that? 

Mr. Gituiss. No, sir; I get Government quarters. 

Senator ELtenpser. What extras do you get? 

Mr. Gites. We get 10 percent post differential. 

Senator Porrsr. k sort of hardship allowance. 

Mr. Gruuies. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator ELLENDER. You ought to read up on what the USIS is 
getting throughout Asia. I will advise you to look into that. 


POST EXCHANGES 


Senator DworsHak. You have post exchange buildings there. Do 
you employ local labor? 

Mr. Giuutes. Yes, sir, the post exchanges employ local labor. 

Senator DworsHak. Are they permitted to purchase supplies when 
they are employed? 

Mr. Giuues. They are not. 

Senator ELLenpgER. General, you are almost through. You have 
one more page. 

TRAVEL OF CIVILIANS 


General Gainey. An increase both in the number for whom travel 
must be provided and in individual travel costs requires the addition 
of $9,000 for ‘“Travel of civilians.”” In spite of maximum economy, 
incidental operating expenses are expected to be $23,000 more than 
the current year. This is inevitable in view of the establishment of 
the United States staffed courts, increased labor relations responsi- 
bilities, land acquisition problems and the need for a more effective 
information program. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF POWER SYSTEMS 


As I previously stated, a request for funds in the amount of $9.2 
million for “Construction of power systems, Ryukyu Islands” also 
has been submitted for your consideration. This proposal is to pro- 
vide for increasing the electrical generating capacity for the island 
power system. It is planned to construct a petroleum fueled steam 
plant of 22,000-kilowatt capacity with space for installation of a 
second 22,000 unit. The justification involves information of a classi- 
fied nature. I have with me today representatives from the Office of 
the Chief of Engineers and a member of my staff, Mr. Henry Wohl, 
who are prepared to present such information on this subject as the 
committee desires. 

I am most appreciative of this opportunity to present this intro- 
ductory statement. At your diasaul for further discussions on the 
basic budget problems are representatives of the Far East Command 
and the Office of Civil Affairs and Military Government whose names 
appear on the attached sheet. 

c I have Mr. Wohl here who is available to go into this power 
matter. 

OPERATION OF POWER FACILITIES 


Senator ELLeNpER. Who operates the power facilities that are there 
now? 

General Gattzy. It is operated by the Ryukyuan Power Co. Mr. 
Wohl, will you take over here? 

Mr. Wont. The existing power svstem which is called the island 
power system is made up of the machinator steam powerplant, which 


was funded with GARIOA money in 1951-52. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the capacity? 

Mr. Wont. 51,000 kilowatts at 10 percent overload. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. How is that distributed? 

Mr. Wout. The Machinato plant is leased by the Ryukyu Electric 
Power Corp., which holds title, to the Army. The Army also has 2 
floating power barges which have a total capacity of 50,000 kilowatts, 
They have 15,000 kilowatts of standby diesels. All of these, together. 
with the transmission network, make up what is called the island power 
system. The entire system is run by the Army under an operations 
contract with Gilbert Pacific. The Army pays the Ryukyu Electric 
Power Corp. an annual rental by turning over to it 30 million kilowatt- 
hours of electricity free, which takes care of the annual amortization 
of the original cost of the facility, which was $7.2 million, and 5 per- 
cent return on that money. 

Senator ELtenper. Who built it originally? 

Mr. Wont. It was built originally with Government and Relief in 
Occupied Areas funds to create an asset for the Ryukyuan economy, to 
create a source of revenue, and to create a source of power both for the 
local economy and the military. 

Senator ELLENDER. What becomes of the proceeds from the 
electricity that is given free each year? 

Mr. Wont. The REPC sells the power which it gets from the Army 
to five Ryukyuan private distribution companies which deliver power 
to the consumers in the local economy. Out of the payments so made, 
they get local currency and the local currency is set up along the 
following lines. 
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The first cut from it takes care of the minimal operating expenses of 
the Ryukyu Electric Power Corp. The next set aside is a reserve for 
depreciation to take care of the depreciation of the original facility, the 
power generating plant, and the transmission network. The re- 
mainder has a reserve set aside for expansion of the transmission 
network so that greater areas of the Ryukyus can have power dis- 
tributed to them. 

The excess above that is, at the option of the directors of the 
Ryukyu Electric Power Corp., turned over to the general account of 
the Government of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. What does that amount to per year as addi- 
tional subsidy we are giving to the Government? That is what it 
amounts to, is it not? We built the plant and we are now renting it 
from them and pay them in electricity which in turn is sold. What 
does that subsidy amount to per year. Would you separate it and 
give us the reserve and depreciation? 


DISTRIBUTION OF POWER INCOME 






Mr. Wout. I have here a profit and loss statement for the period 
July 1, 1956 through April 30, 1957, and, giving vou dollar figures, 
the income derived by the Ryukyu Electric Power Corp. in that 
period from the sale of electricity was $828,868. The distribution of 
that income is as follows: For current expenses, which takes care of 
salaries of employees and operating expenses of the corporation, 
$1,368. They have only two employees. . 

For the depreciation, there is $238,398. There is a set-aside to pay 
the Army for purchases of power for the local economy, above the 
rental amount, of $162,935. 

Senator Extenper. From that they make profit by selling it. 

Mr. Wont. The profit will come in at the end, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Very well. 

Mr. Wont. Then there are reserves for expansion of capital equip- 
ment to lay some underground cable for extending the transmission 
network and for electrical equipment of $9,315, which leaves a net 
revenue of $416,852. 

For the fiscal year 1957—this is almost all of this—a payment by 
the Ryukyu Electric Power Corp. to the general account of the gov- 
ernment of the Ryukyu Islands of the net left after you have taken 
care of these operating expenses and reserves is programed in the 
amount of 50 million yen, which equals $416,852. 


OPERATION OF NEW PLANT 


Senator ExtenperR. How will you operate the new plant you 
propose to erect? 

Mr. Wout. The new plant would be tied in with the existing island 
power system. It would be operated on exactly the same basis as 
the existing one so Jong as the military temporary facilities are needed 
in order to meet the overall requirements. 

Senator ELtenpeR. Who needs this, the Army or the people on 
the island? 

Mr. Wout. Both, sir. 

Senator ELtenperR. Why could that not be made self-sustaining? 
Why could there not be a loan made, instead of a direct grant, and 
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let it be paid out of revenues, rather than a direct grant from the 
Government? 

Mr. Wout. If there were a source from which we could borrow 
$9,200,000, we would be glad to do so. : 

Senator ELLENDER. We can provide in this act here that it will be 
on a loan basis and repayable. This would be a grant that you are 
asking for now. 

Mr. Wout. The grant here, sir, would be in terms of a grant of a 
facility which would create additional source of revenue. 

Senator ELLENpER. Surely. 

Mr. Wouu. But the ownership of the existing facility and of this 
facility will still be in the United States. .There has been no transfer 
of title on the existing facility nor would there be on this outside of 
the United States. 

Senator EttenpeEr. I understand, but still you are paying them a 
rental on a property that you yourself put up. You are going to do 
the same thing in respect to this plant. 

Mr. Wout. The reason we are paying them the rental, sir, is that 
the facility was created as a revenue producer for the local.economy. 

Senator ELLENpDER. And now you are going to put $9 million more 
and increase the revenue. 

Mr. Wout. Yes. 

Senator ELtenprr. And you think that is a good thing to do. 

Mr. Wont. I think it is required that we have another facility. 

Senator ELttenper. I am not arguing that. I am talking about 
the fact that the financing should be repaid to our Government on the 
same basis that you are now paying rentals to the local government 
for its upkeep. It strikes me that this ought to be done on a loan 
basis, rather than a gift as you propose it. 

Mr. Wout. We are not proposing a gift. 

Senator ELuenprr. Yes, you are. Is not that money going to 
come out of the Treasury? 

Mr. Wout. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenprr. Is it not going to be leased under the same 
conditions as the existing facility? 

Mr. Wou.. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who gets the profits? The local government. 

Mr. Wout. The revenue would go to the local government. 

Senator ELLeNnpER. Surely. 

Mr. Wout. And would servé as a means of putting them on a more 
self-sustaining basis. 

Senator ELLenpER. I understand that. 

Mr. Wout. So they do not have to come back here and request 
appropriated funds as a subsidy. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I understand that, but still with all of that you 
are increasing the request for their courts and schools, hospitals, and 
the next thing you will have to be educating doctors out there for 
them. That is what you are doing now in a small way. You boys 
better learn something about financing of our own Government here 
before you go back, because if we keep on at the rate we are going 
now, you are going to do violence to your great Government. Let 
us do this on the loan basis and that is what you ought to advocate. 
Let it be paid back to us, rather than the local government. 
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NEED FOR REVOLVING FUND APPROPRIATION 


Senator Porrer. I think it would be helpful and I would like to 
have a little more information about the revolving fund. Maybe 
_ explained it well enough during the course of the testimony, but 

think for the record it would be well to have a statement as to the 
purposes of this $1 million for the revolving fund, and the reason the 
million dollars is needed. 

Gencral Gattey. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

In order to meet the $5.4 million loan program which is believed highly advisable 
and which is being planned for fiscal year 1958 the $1.0 million United S States 
contribution will be added to the $3.2 million repayments on yy by previous 


borrowers plus the $1.2 million of interest income. (Program for fiscal year 1958 
is set out in detail in the justification.) 






JUSTIFICATION OF POWER SYSTEM 


Chairman Haypen. I will put in the record the justification for 
this power system that you have been testifying about. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 















JUSTIFICATION OF EstIMATEs, Fiscan YEAR 1958 


TITLE OF APPROPRIATION: CONSTRUCTION OF POWER SYSTEMS, RYUKYU ISLANDS, 
ARMY . 






Construction of power systems: For necessary expenses of construction, in- 
stallation, and equipment of electric power systems in the Ryukyu Islands, which 
shall be operated by the Ryukyu Electric Power Cor P an instrumentality of the 
United States civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands; services as authorized 
by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 55a), at rates not in excess 
of $50 a day for individuals; hire of passenger motor vehicles and hire of aircraft; 
$9,200,000 to remain available until edeeded, without regard to sections 355 an 
3734, of the Revised Statutes, as amended, and title 10 United States Code, 
section 4774. 

Estimate 1958, $9,200,000. 


Project 260.—Construction of power systems, Ryukyu Islands 













Total for project: 
Presently available, fiscal year 1957_......-..------.---..--. None 
Estimate, fiscal year 1958. .u- 6. ..- i penecnconcewcaceccuccee 





Conventional powerplant: 
1 







) Moorwie faciiities.:.. ie eee oo. bck. sind ei $1, 000, 000 
(2) POL storage, three 80,000-barrels pumping station and line_- 792, 000 
(3) 253¢ miles transmission lines together with increasing exist- 

ing transmission capacities necessary to system-___.._--- 899, 000 
(4). Four aubsetatione io. 0 --nsincen ns dsleedlin dt SR ARGUL.OS 614, 000 
(5) Communication, plant to plant.........-.-----. eel 200, 000 
(6) Utilities—water, roads, sewer, electrical, water storage 

6ONkS, TROANE. sent vii ntac af. ncthnené<hhspaben—eny 200, 000 


(7) Plant consisting ‘of one 22,000-kilowatt generator with 
structure to accommodate second 22,000-kilowatt unit 
together with increasing substation capacities bid eb Own’ 5, 495, 000 





Total conventional powerplant 
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BR. JUSTIFICATION 


It is necessary to increase the firm permanent land generating capacity of the 
power system in Okinawa by 22,000 kilowatts, by July 1, 1960, with provision of 
space for installation of an additional 22,000-kilowatt unit. in addition to the 
basic power generation, related transmission lines, substations, modification to 
existing electrical system, mooring facilities and acequate fuel storage are required. 
It is planned to construct a POL-fueled steam plant of 22,;000-kilowatt capacity 
with space for installation of a second 22,000-kilowatt unit. 

Proposed additions to the transmission system consist principally of 16 miles 
of 69 kilovolt steel tower transmission line and 9.5 miles of 69 kilovolt woor pole; 
H-frame construction transmission line with substations planned at Tengan, 
Ishikawa, Kin and Henoko, plus a plant-to-plant microwave communications 
system for power dispatching and control. Project plans also include necessary 
access roads, fencing, water and fuel storage tanks, loading ramps, and other 
appurtenances. 

At the present time, the only permanent land generating facility in the Ryukyus 
is the Machinato steam powerplant located near Naha. This plant has a firm 
capacity of 38,000 kilowatts. urrent total (United States forces and Ryukyuan) 
demand exceeds the firm capacity of this plant by approximately 30 percent 
(firm capacity is determined by adding together the maximum capability of all 
units except the single largest unit, which is held in reserve). Within the time 
required to construct additional powerplants, the demand is expected to exceed 
by about 2% times the firm capacity of the Machinata Plant, 

There is at present, available to supplement the Machinato steam powerplant, 
about 15,000 ilowatts of generating capacity from various diesel-powered gen- 
erators scattered among (7) different locations and 50,000 kilowatts from 2 floating 

wer barges. Neither the diesel-power generating units nor the floating, power 
arges are included in determining the firm permanent land generating capacity 
of the system for the reasons that (1) diesel-powered generating units are military 
property subject to removal or relocation if military expediency requires; they 
are expensive to operate and are considered only as standby units necessary for 
military security in case of an emergency; and (2) the floating power barges are 
both mobile-type units. The barges also are military property and could be 
withdrawn to another area should an emergency or other operational necessity 
arise. These two power barges are intended as an interim power source only, 
until permanent land generating plants can be constructed. Furthermore, one 
of the floating units is not fully dependable due to age and its efficiency is low. 

Addition of the plant herein requested will increase the firm permanent land 
generating capacity of 50,600 kilowatts. The permanent system will then be 
comprised of the Machinato plant which, at 10 percent overload, will provide 
50,600 kilowatts and the new plant which will generate 22,000 kilowatts: As the 
largest single unit in the permanent system, the new plant must be considered 
reserve, to derive the firm capacity of the permanent system. The anticipated 

ak demand on the system, by the time the facilities installed under this project 
ecome operational (fiscal year 1961), is 91,500 kilowatts. This will require the 
retention of over-age, inefficient, temporary generating facilities pending author- 
ization, funding and installation of additional permanent generating plant. This 
construction, while providing electric power for both United States purposes and 
for the Ryukyuan populace, will also provide a continual source of revenue to 
the Ryukyuan economy, as does the present steam plant and transmission system 
constructed under appropriations for Government and relief in occupied areas 
(GARIOA) in fiscal year 1951 and 1952. 

The present system reaches only 35 percent of Okinawa’s 680,000 papiteton: 
however, the expansion as planned will reach 80 percent of the estimated 750,000 
population by January 1961. 

The proposed plant is planned for location near Kin beach in central Okinawa. 
This site provides sea water for cooling the turbine condensers, it is free from 

eavy seas, and is not located in close proximity to air bases or other areas of 
military concentration. 
JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypen. I believe it would be desirable to place page 8 
of the justification as well as some other pages in the record. 
(The information referred to follows:) 
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STATEMENT RELATING APPROPRIATION EstTIMATE TO CURRENT APPROPRIATION, 
ADMINISTRATION, Ryukyu IsLhanps—Civit Arrairs AND Minitary Govern. 
MENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Analysis by activities 






1, Aid to Ryukyuan economy 
(a) seat aan of commodities on = 
up of government services and projects_| 750,000 |-...-.--...- 
e } Economic development financing__....__....|..........--|-.-.---.-.-- 
(d) Technical cooperation............-.-.-.-..-.} 80,000 |.-..----2..-}--.-----..-. 


Subtotal, aid to Ryukyuan economy-.....- 
2. Civil information and education (reorientation) pease 


3. Administration: 
(a) ae and education materials and 

















) Pay of civilian employees.................... 
c) ete of civilian employees................. 
cidental operating expenses................| 98,000 |..-.-...--.. 
Subtotal, administration._................- 


Total appropriation or estimate__........_- 


Justification of estimates, fiscal year 1958, administration, Ryukyu Islands— 
Comparative summary obligations by objects, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 









Estimate Estimate | Increase (+) 
By object of expenditure fiscal year fiscal year 








a I ie sient ine estilitintewcagunn tel $203, 

02 ie tachthlehcndik onc acciedtee eetreaiet needa evades ememenn nian tel , 219 +10, 13 
03 Transportation of things_...............-...-.-..2 22222. 47, 368 24, 622 —22, 74% 
O64: Commrmmiontionse. .. ste iki sb ee sch stk cess. 39, 850 38, 550 —1,0 
OR A SO 10, 100 14, 920 +-4, 820 
we a es lee ii lai incre Acc: 33, 300 23, 900 —9, 400 
OF Gontrachial serviods.. 25. 5s csi let ice 298, 481 313, 140 +14, 60 
08 Supplies and materials._...........-.2-..-..--2.-221.-22.. 57, 430 64, 389 +6, 959 
NN li Re a aked nabnecndedebuppetitinn 20, 050 29, 260 +9, 210 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions....................-- 750, 000 2,059,410 | +1, 309, 410 







etnh Caen aidiks tics bh bbe « di eben ad 2, 350, 000 





Project 440—Support of Government services and projects 















Total for project: 


Actual obligations, fiscal year 1956__........ 2-2-2... $1, 485, 000 
Estimated obligations, fiscal year 1957_........--.---------- 750, 000 
I el mae related 1, 000, 000 


A. REQUIREMENTS 






1. Contribution to Government services: 
(a) Public safety and immigration_ __.........-.-.-_----- 180, 000 
(b) Public health and sanitation. ...................-.--- 320, 000 


Subtotal Government services 


2. Contribution to construction program: 
(a) ‘Tducation faciities ee ee oo ee eee 





a i alles cae TO 150, 000 
(op Tipemen Ween 22s OE. oo ae 1 Ak 75, 000 
(d) Public safety and immigration facilities. ___..........- 82, 500 

Subtotal construction program_-_........--.-------- 500, 000 


Total project 440, support of GRI services and 
sailed cres bediaciccenrpccnss dle eghtinceloncsah aetna elapse 1, 000, 000 
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BR. JUSTIFICATION 


1. Contribution to Government services, $500,000 


The presence of United States personnel and facilities in the Ryukyu Islands 
accelerates and enlarges practically every phase of activity on the part of the 
local population. This has placed demands upon the Ryukyuan government for 
corresponding increases in its operational and management functions. Among 
these are public health and sanitation, road maintenance, police, fire-fighting, 
weather service, immigration and customs, ete. Since this overall increase is 
directly attributable to and for the benefit of the United States, it is proper that 
funds be granted under the appropriation to reimburse partially the Ryukyuan 
government. 

Although internal revenues have increased substantially as the result of the 
presence of our forces, the resources of the islands are inadequate to meet these 
extraordinary demands for services so far in excess of those which the local gov- 
ernment otherwise would maintain. In particular, two areas of Ryukyuan gov- 
ernmental operations, in which increased demands have been most evident, were 
selected as warranting United States reimbursement for part of the cost, as 
follows: 

(a) Public safety and immigration, $180,000.—Through the efficient work of the 
Ryukyuan police, thousands of dollars in United States military materiel are 
saved annually; friction between United States and Ryukyuan personnel is held 
to a minimum; the persons and property of United States citizens who do not pay 
tax to the Ryukyuan Government receive protection, and vehicular thoroughfares 
are regulated and made safe. The overwhelming proportion of vehicular traffic 
consists of United States military vehicles and conveyances privately owned by 
United States personnel. The customs and immigration control program pro- 
tects the islands at large against illegal entry and exit and passage of illicit cargo. 
Fire-fighting units protect places of public congregation frequented by United 
States personnel, as well as native homes and buildings. The Ryukyuan Weather 
Service develops valuable meteorological information made available to the United 
States military. In addition, such intelligence data is provided to the military 
by the concerned Ryukyuan agencies. The cost of operating these facilities and 
services will amount to $1,240,000 during fiscal year 1958. Of this amount, the 
United States Government is requested to provide $180,000. 

(b) Public health and sanitation, $320,000.—Because of inadequate sewage and 
garbage disposal facilities, deficient drainage, and large areas of ricefields with 
standing water, diseases such as malaria and Japanese encephalitis, hookworm, 
dysentery, and hepatitis arising from filth conditions, and other maladies common 
in the Far East such as tuberculosis and leprosy, constitute continuous peril in 
the Ryukyu Islands. With large numbers of Ryukyuans working in close asso- 
ciation with American personnel, especially in American households and as food 
handlers in troop messes and clubs, it is necessary that extensive corrective 
measures be taken. The United States insists that the government of the Ryukyu 
Islands conduct comprehensive sanitetion programs, including field and residual 
spraying, rodent, and fumigation work. In addition, the operation of health 
centers and clinics, immunization services, venereal-disease control, public-health 
education programs, sanitaria, leprosaria, etc., must be conducted by the Ryuk- 
wre government on a much larger scale than would be performed if United 

ates personnel were not present in the area. In fiscal year 1957 the estimated 
cost of this program was $1,320,000 of which the United States contributed 
$320,000. The actual cost is now expected to be $1,995,975 of which $1,675,975 
will be borne by the government of the Ryukyus. For fiscal year 1958, of the 
estimated $2,160,000 necessary to operate the Ryukyuan health and sanitation 
programs, the United States is again requested to provide $320,000. 


2. Contribution to construction program, $500,000 

a. Educational facilities, $192,500.— 

(1) Public-school construction, $115,000: Adequate education of the young is 
indispensable to the advancement and perpetuation of any country or community. 
In the Ryukyus, as in most of the Orient, cultural tradition places great importance 
and value on public education. The requested assistance on the part of the United 
States will enhance relationships with the Ryukyuan people through the provision 
of plant facilities for the training of Ryukyuan youth to meet the requirements of a 
shift from an agricultural economy to an economy based more extensively on 
industry and services. 

School construction in the Ryukyus has been divided into two phases: Phase I 
which was designed to meet emergency standards and is expected to be completed 
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abe to the end of fiscal year 1957; phase IT which is to provide classrooms and 
acilities adequate to meet minimum standards of 27 square feet per pupil in 
elementary and junior high schools and 42 square feet per pupil in senior 
schools. (In Japan, schools at comparable levels have 27 to 43 square feet and 
72 to 108 square feet. per student, respectively.) 

At the present time only 40 percent of the graduates of junior high schools 
can be accommodated in upper secondary schools. It is planned by the GRI to 
increase this percentage by increments of 10 percent per annum for the next 3 
years. To permit acceptance of 50 percent of the graduates in 1958, will require 
an additional 128,736 square feet of classroom space (149 classrooms). In 
addition, the estimated annual increase of 8,000 pupils in elementary school 
enrollment will require classroom space of 172,800 square feet (200 classrooms), 
Included in the construction program for phase IT is the replacement of 1,068 
wooden classrooms const fitted prior to 1951 which are to be replaced because of 
deterioration due to rot and termite infestation. 

By the end of fiscal year 1956, 4,314 permanent type classrooms had been 
constructed leaving a need for 228 units to complete the emergenty phase I 
programs. During fiscal year 1957 the construction of 565 classrooms will be 
completed including the 228 units in phase I, replacement of 181 wooden class 
tooms, and 156 classrooms toward accommodation of the increase in enrollment 
due to population growth. 

During fiscal year 1958 the government of the Ryukyu Islands is expected to 
finance construction of approximately 518,400 square feet of classroom space 
(600 rooms). This will tax the resources of the local government considerably 
due to planned increase in other expenses resulting from growing enrollment, 
raising of teachers’ salaries and implementation of the first year of the economi¢ 
plan, consisting of replacement of furniture and equipment destroyed during the 
war which has not been replaced previously because of the burden of the construc- 
tion of emergency classrooms. 

Of the remaining wooden classrooms requiring replacement, United States 
assistance of $115,000 is being requested for replacement of 46 of these units in 
order to. relieve points of pressure on the greater problem and at the same time 
obviate upkeep and maintenance costs which are being compounded annually. 

" (2) University of the Ryukyus, $77,500: The University of the Ryukyus aided 
by the United States has been in development since early 1950. The initial 
construction, consisting of administration, library, and classroom buildings was 
‘completed in April 1950. A month later the first student group of 562 students 
was admitted. This university has now grown into an institution with a faculty 
of 122, a student body of more than 1,700 and a school plant of 7 permanent 
concrete buildings. A 4-year degree program is offered in 22 academic areas and 
a widespread extension service in public-school education, agriculture and home 
economics, and English language study. This training reaches into all parts of 
the Ryukyu Islands, serving to the maximum degree possible the requirement 
for higher learning within the infant economy. Further development, however, 
is required to meet present and future demands. Following are items totalin 
$77,500 which, as developed in the economic plan, require United States finanei 
assistance for fiscal year 1958: 

(a) General classroom building, $67,500: A general classroom building is neces 
sary if the university is to provide adequate facilities for its rapidly ex a 
student body. This year, the enrollment for on-campus students its 1.760. 
‘major limitation on the effectiveness of this institution is that of adequate class 
room space. Only one-third of the applicants can be admitted at the present 
time.. In 1958, it is planned to place the entire institution on a bilingual basis, 
further increasing the need for classroom space, since the Enylish language 
training program will have to be intensified considerably. This program, to be 
accomplished efficiently and effectively, must. utilize all possible audiovisual 
facilities and laboratories for effecting bilingual training. Phe concept. of a bi- 
lingual university has been locally accepted and locally supported. The univer- 
sity is also, in 1958, enlarging its departments of engineering and business admin- 
istration, which also requires additional classroom space. In all three of these 
areas—viz, engineering, business administration, and English—recognition has 
been given to qualifying Ryukyuans to fill the need for college-trained local em- 
ployees of the United States military organizations. 

(6) Dispensary, $10,000: Although the nurses training program has been 
affiliated with the university, and there are more than 1,700 on-campus students, 
the university has no facilities for first aid. This dispensary is not a hospital, 
but will provide limited facilities for the treatment of minor aliments an 
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temporary care of emergency cases. As the student population of the university 
has grown, the need for such health service has increased. . 

Specifications for the dispensary include a reception room, two examination 
rooms, an office and a laboratory. The laboratory will be supplied with a re- 
frigerator, medicine and medical equipment-storage cabinets, a sterilization 
cabinet, basic medical instruments, and an emergency room, which will contain 
separate male and female wards, each with two beds. The dispensary will be 
staffed with a qualified physician and nurse, whose services will be paid for by 
the university. : o 

b. Hoepstal construction and equipment, $150,000.—The economic plan includes 
the construction in fiscal year 1958 of a 100-bed general hospital on Miyako, an 
island in the southern section of the Ryukyu Archipelago. The only existin 
hospital facility on this island of 75,000 population is a temporary 30-bed T 
hospital located in a building initially constructed by the Japanese as a commu- 
nications center. This building is grosaly. inadequate as a hospital, making the 
requirement for a new hospital urgent. he proposed hospital, including equi 
ment, will cost $250,000 of which the Ryukyuan Government will provide 
$100,000. 

c. Health center construction and equipment, $75,000.—Ryukyuan health cen- 
ters (health departments) are comparable to State, county, and city health 
departments in the United States and as such are the official GRI health agen- 
cies. The basic health center program consists of TB control, maternal and 
child health, school health, adult health, health education, and sanitation pro- 
grams and services. Normally, one such center can effectively take care of 
100,000 oe (plus or minus 25 percent depending on the geography of the 
area). The population in the Naha Health Center District on Okinawa Island 
has reached nearly 300,000 which is more than twice what is considered the 
normal population coverage for such a facility. Because of the vital part health 
centers play in carrying out programs to protect the health of the United States 
forces as well as of the Ryukyuan people, it is necessary that a second health 
center be established as soon as pe ible in. the Naha area. The Ryukyuan 
Government cannot provide this additional center from its own resources within 
the next 5 years. It is requested that the United States Government provide 
—T os constructing and equipping this health center at an estimated cost 

$75,000. 

d. Public safety and immigration facilities, $82,500.—As discussed above under 
“Contribution to governmental services,”’ the Ryukyuan police, including immi- 
gration personnel, are required to perform extraordinary services for, the bene 
of the United States. While the funds requested under governmental] services 
will assist in financing these operations, there are not sufficient resources to equi 
adequately the department, both with respect to services rendered the Unite 
States and the increased demand of the Ryukyuan economy. It is definitely in 
the interest of the United States to bridge the deficit in order to insure the main- 
tenance of public safety in this area where the suecess of our military mission 
depends in considerable measure upon tranquillity of the civilian population. 
United States financial assistance is required in fiscal year 1958 for the erection 
of a combination police headquarters, immigration bureau, and Naha district 
ag station building.. Over one-third of the floor space planned for this build- 
ng will be used to accommodate activities directly related to the presence of 


United States forces. Of the total cost of $175,000, the United States is requested 
to provide $82,500. 


Project 445. Economic development financing 


Total for project: 
Actual obligations, fiscal year 1956 
Estimated obligations, fiscal year 1957 
Estimate, fiscal year 1958 


A. REQUIREMENTS 


Contribution to development revolving fund 


B, JUSTIFICATION 


Adequate banking and credit institutions subject to progressive modification 
as required are currently operating in the Ryukyus. With the exception of 
the long-term credit area, credit facilities provided by such institutions are com- 
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parable to those extended by American banks. There has been a long existing 
dependency upon Government financing of long-term credit, fostered and sub- 
sidized under the Japanese and, since the war, limited by the paucity of resources 
of the local government. 

Before the establishment of the Ryukyu reconstruction finance fund (RRFF) 
expansion of poe long-term credit had been limited by inadequate capital 
accumulation by the formal institutions and equally by the inexperience of private 
capital in long-term credit operations. Requirements, however, continue to 
exceed resources. The loan assets of the RRFF (equivalent to $14.8 million as of 
December 31) are inadequate to meet the long-term credit requirements for the 
continued advancement of the economy on a private enterprise basis. The 
RRFF, operated by the Bank of the Ryukyus as trustee, is the primary source of 
long term credit for industrial, commercial, agricultural and transportation ex- 
pansion. Resources of this fund accrue from previous yearly contributions from 
the counterpart fund and net earning through businesslike operations, but are in- 
sufficient for fiscal year 1958 requirements. Counterpart funds are no longer 
available. Continuation of the long-term loan program at the required level, 
therefore, is dependent upon financial assistance from the United States. The 
requested $1 million for strengthening this long-term credit revolving fund in 
fiscal year 1958 is the dominant factor in continuing development in such fields as 
increased sugar production, water transportation development and self-sufficiency 
in the production of cement. 

Achievement of economic goals in the economic plan will be seriously jeopard- 
ized unless the present level of long-term credit resources is expanded. It will be 
a number of years before the existing banks and private capital will be prepared 
to meet fully the need for long-term credit requirements. It is highly advisable 
to provide legitimate credit to Teele competitive Ryukyuan business which is 
the principal supporter of the United States in the Ryukyus. Limited contribu- 
tions to a revolving fund, for businesslike loans to private enterprises, will provide 
an opportunity for Ryukyuan private investors to compete in a basically sound 
economic climate, and at the same time will engender solid support of the United 
States position in the Ryukyus. 

This contribution is the core of United States economic aid to the Ryukyus. 
Experience to date has demonstrated that RRFF financing is the catalytic factor 
in the expansion of private productive investment. It is considered improbable 
that the development of a viable economy which eventually can be sustained by 
the Rvukyuan people through their own efforts will be realized without the stimu- 
lus which this relatively modest contribution will provide. Without it such im- 
portant planned projects as the cement plant, centrifugal sugar mill, and a 3,500- 
ton cargo vessel, are not likely to materialize. 


EXeEcuTIvE OrpeER 10713 


Tue Waite Howse, June 5, 1957. 


The President today issued an Executive Order providing for the administration 
of the Ryukyu Islands. 

Pending the enactment of appropriate legislation by the Congress, the order 
continues in force present arrangements for the exercise of administrative, legis- 
lative and jurisdictional powers reposed in the United States by Article 3 of the 
Treaty of Peace with Japan. 

Under the order, the authority granted to the United States in the Treaty of 
Peace continues to be exercised by the Secretary of Defense, subject to the direc- 
tion and control of the President. In addition to promoting effective and respon- 
sible self-government, the Secretary is to make every effort to improve the welfare 
and well-being of the inhabitants of the Ryukyus and to promote their economie 
and cultural advancement. The order continues responsibility for conduct of 
relations with foreign countries and international organizations with respect to the . 
Islands in the Secretary of State. 

The order defines limits of authority assigned respectively to United States and 
local Government authorities. It establishes a structure for operation of both 
Ryukyuan and United States courts, and sets forth the responsibilities of the 
executive and legislative branches of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands. 
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EXxsEcuTIvE ORDER 
PROVIDING FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE RYUKYU ISLANDS 


Whereas under article 3 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan the United States 
is exercising all and any powers of administration, legislation and jurisdiction over 
the territory, including territorial waters, and inhabitants of the Ryukyu Islands 
{the term “‘Ryukyu Islands,” as used in this order, meaning Nansei Shoto south 
of 29° north latitude, excluding the islands in the Amani Oshima group with re- 
spect to which all rights and interests of the United States under the said article 
of the treaty have been relinquished to Japan): 

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution, 
and as President of the United States and Commander-in-Chief of the armed 
forces of the United States, it is ordered as follows: 

Section 1. Except as the Congress may otherwise provide by law with respect 
to the government of the Ryukyu Islands, all administrative, legislative, and 
jurisdictional powers reposed in the United States by Article 3 of the Treaty of 

eace with Japan shall be exercised in accordance with this order. 

Section 2. The said powers shall be exercised by the Secretary of Defense, sub- 
ject to the direction and control of the President of the United States. In the 
exercise of this authority the Secretary of Defense shall encourage the develop- 
ment of an effective and responsible Ryukyuaty government, based on democratie 
principles and va by a sound financial structure, ‘shall make — effort 
to improve the welfare and well-being of the inhabitants of the Ryukyu Islands, 
and shall continue to promote the economic and cultural advancement of the 
inhabitants. The Secretary of Defense may delegate any function vested in him 
by this order to such officials or organizational entities of the Department of 
Defense as he may designate. 

Section 3. The Secretary of State shall be responsible for the conduct of rela- 
tions with foreign countries and international organizations with respect to the 
Ryukyu Islands. 

Section 4. There is established, under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Defense, a civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands, the head of which shall be 
known as the High Commissioner of the Ryukyu Islands (hereinafter referred to 
as the ‘‘High Commissioner’). The High Commissioner (a) shall be designated 
by the Secretary of Defense, after consultation with the Secretary of State and 
with the approval of the President, from among the active duty members of the 
armed forces of the United States, (b) shall have the powers and perform the 
duties assigned to him by the terms of this order, (c) may delegate any function 
vested in him to such officials of the civil administration as he may designate, and 
(d) shall carry out any powers or duties delegated or assigned to him by the Secre- 
tary of Defense pursuant to this order. 

tion 5. There is hereby continued, subject to the provisions of this order, 
the now existing Ryukyuan central government (hereinafter referred to as the 
Government of the Ryukyu Islands). 

Section 6. The legislative power of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands, 
except as otherwise provided in this order, shall be vested in a legislative body 
whose members are directly elected by the people of the islands. The legislature 
shall consist of a single house of 29 members who shall be elected biennially in 
even numbered years from single representative districts. 

Section 7. The legislative body shall exercise legislative powers which extend 
only to all subjects of legislation of domestic application. The legislative body 
shall determine the procedures for judging the selection and qualification of its 
own members and shall choose therefrom its officers and determine its rules and 
procedures. Local legislative bodies, the members of which shall be elected by 
the inhabitants of the respective municipalities in accordance with procedures 
established by the legislative body of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands, 
shall be given and shall exercise appropriate municipal legislative powers. The 
High Commissioner shall report to the Secretary of Defense all laws enacted by 
the legislative body of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands and the said Secre- 
tary shall report the same to the Congress of the United States. 

Section 8. The executive power of the Government of the lt yukyu Islands shall 
be vested in a Chief Executive who shall be a Ryukyuan, appointed by the High 
Commissioner after consultation with representatives of the legislative body. 
The Chief Executive shall have general supervision and control of all executive 
agencies and instrumentalities of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands and 
shall faithfully execute the laws and ordinances applicable to the Ryukyu Islands. 
The head of each municipal government shall be elected by the people of the 
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respective municipality in accordance with procedures established by the legisla. 
tive body of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands, 

Section 9. Every bill passed by the legislative body shall, before it becomes 
law, be presented te the Chief Executive. If the Chief Executive approves a bill 
he shall sign it, but.if not he shall return it, with his objections, to the legislative 
body within fifteen days after it shall have been presented to him. If a bill is 
not returned within the specified fifteen day period, it shall become law in like 
manner as if it had been approved by the Chief Executive, unless the legislative 
body by adjournment prevents its return, in which case it shall be law if approved 
by the Chief Executive within forty-five days after it shall have been presented to 
- him; otherwise it shall not be law. When a bill is returned to the legislative body 
with objections by the Chief Executive, the legislative body may proceed to 
reconsider it. If, after such reconsideration two-thirds of the legislative body 
pass it, it shall be sent to the) High Commissioner. If the High Commissioner 
approves it, he shall sign it. If he does not pperere it, he shall return it to the 
legislative body so stating, and it shall not be law. If the High Commissioner 
neither approves nor disapproves the bill within forty-five days from the date of 
transmittal to him by the legislative body, it shall become law in like manner as 
if he had signed it, If any bill approved by the legislative body contains several 
items of appropriation of money, the Chief Executive may object to one or more 
of such items or any part or parts, portion or portions thereof, while approving the 
other items, or parts or portions of the bill. In such case the Chief Executive 
shall append to the bill, at the time of signing it, a statement of the items, or parts 
or portions thereof, objected to, and the items, or parts or portions thereof, so 
objected to shall not take effect. Should the legislative body seek to over-ride 
such objections of the Chief Executive, the procedures set forth above will apply. 
In computing any period of days for the foregoing purposes, Sundays and legal 
holidays shall be excluded. 

Section 10, Judicial powers in the Ryukyu Islands shall be exercised as follows: 

(a) A system of courts, including the civil and criminal courts of original juris 
diction and appellate tribunals, shall be maintained by the Government of the 
Ryukyu Islands. These courts shall exercise jurisdiction as follows: 

(1). Civil jurisdiction in all eivil cases, subject to the provisions of para- 
graphs (b) (1) and (2), below. 

(2) Criminal jurisdiction over all. persons except (a) members of. the 
United States forces or the civilian component, (b) employees of the United 
States Government who are United States nationals even though not subject 
to trial by courts-martial under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (10 
U. 8. C, 801 et seq.), and (c) dependents of the foregoing, provided, never- 
the less, that subject to paragraph (c), below, criminal jurisdiction may be 
exercised by Courts of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands over dependents 
who are Ryukyuans. . Criminal jurisdiction may be withdrawn from the 
courts of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands by the High Commissioner 
in any case which affects the security, property, or interests of the United 
States and which is so designated by him. 

(b) A’system of courts, including civil and criminal courts of original jurisdiction 
and appellate tribunals, shall be maintained by the civil administration. These 
courts shall exercise jy risdiction as follows: 

(1) Civil jurisdiction overany case or controversy of particular importance 
affecting the seenrity. property, or interests of the United States, as deter- 
mined by the High Commissioner. Such cases instityted in a court of the 
Government of the Ryukyu Islands shall be transferred to the appropriate 
civil administration court upon order of the High Commissioner at any time 
in the proceedings, including final appellate process, prior to the entering of 
final decree, order or judgment. Cases so transferred may be subject to trial 
de novo in the discretion of the court of the civil administration. 

(2) Civil jurisdiction in cases and controversies in which a member of the 
United States forees or the civilian component thereof, an employee of the 
United States Government who is a United States national, or a dependent 
of one of the foregoing, unless snch dependent is a Ryukyuan, is a party if 
upon petition of one of the parties to the suit the High Commissioner deems 
the case to be important in its effect, direct or indirect, on the security of 
the islands, on foreign relations or on the security, property or interests of 
the United States or nationals thereof and determines that the civil admini* 
tration should assume jurisdiction over the case. In. this event, such cases 
instituted in a court of the Government of the Ryukyu Islands shall be trans 
ferred to the appropriate civil administration court by order of the High 

Commissioner at any time in the proceedings, including final appellate process, 
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prior to the entering of final decree, order or judgment. Cases so transferred 
may be subject to trial de novo in the discretion of the court of the civil 
administration. 

(3) Criminal jurisdiction over United States nationals employed by the 
United States or any agency thereof who are not subject to trial by courts- 
martial under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (10 U. 8. C. 801 et seq.) 
and their dependents, excluding Ryukyuans. 

(4) Crimine| jurisdiction in specific cases of particular importance affect- 
ing the security, property, or interests of the United States, as determined . 
by the High Commissioner. Such cases instituted in a court of the Govern- | 
ment of the Ryukyu Islands may be transferred to the appropriate civil ad- 
ministration court upon order of the High Commissioner at any time in the 
proceedings, including the final appellate process, prior to the entering of 
final decree, order, or judgment. Cases so transferred may be subject to 
trial de novo in the discretion of the court of the civil administration. 

(c) Criminal jurisdiction over persons subject to trial by courts-martial under 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice (10 U. 8. C. 801 et seq.) will be exercised 
by courts other than courts-martial only when the military commander concerned 
determines not to exercise military jurisdiction under the Uniform Code of Mili- 
tary Justice and specifically indicates to the High Commissioner his approval of 
referring the case to another court. 

(d) The highest appellate court of the civil administration shall have jurisdic- 
tion to review: 

(1) Any case, civil or criminal, tried in the inferior courts of the civil. 
administration, whether initiated therein or removed thereto, upon appeal 
by any party. 

(2) Any case, civil or criminal, decided by the highest court of the Govern- 
ment of the Ryukyu Islands having jurisdiction thereof in which is involved— 

(i) a conflict of decision between the highest court of the Government 
of the Ryukyu Islands and the highest appellate court of the civil admin- 
istration or 

(ii) @ question of United States, foreign or international law, including 
the interpretation of any treaty, Act of Congress of the United States, 
Executive order of the President of the United States, or of a proclama- 
tion, ordinance, or order of the High Commissioner upon appeal by any 
party or, if no such appeal be taken, upon petition, setting forth the 
special grounds therefor, presented to the court by the Chief Legal 
Officer of the civil administration. The highest appellete court of the 
civil administration shall have power to affirm, modify, set aside, or 
reverse the judgment, order, or decree reviewed or to remand the case 
with such directions for a new trial or for entry of judgment as may be 
just. Ina criminal case, the appellate court may set aside the judgment 
of conviction, or may commute, reduce (but not increase), or suspend 
the execution of sentence. 

(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed as extending to any court of the 
Government of the Ryukyu Islands or of the civil administration, jurisdiction 
over the United States Government or any agency thereof unless specific authority 
has been conferred in the premises by the Congress of the United States. 

(f) For the purpose of these provisions the expression— 

(1) ‘‘Members of the United States Forces’’ shall mean the personnel on 
active duty belonging to the land, sea or air armed forces of the United States 
of America whenever in the Ryukyu Islands. 

(2) “Civilian compnent” shall nean the civilian persons of United States 
nationality who are in the employ of, serving with, or accompanying the 
United States Forces whenever in the Ryukyu Islands. 

(3) “Dependents” shall mean the spouse and any child or relative by 
affinity, consanguinity or adoption when dependent upon the principal for over 
one-half of his or her support whenever in the Ryukyu Islands. 

Section 11. The High Commissioner may, if such action is deemed necessary 
for the fulfillment of his mission under this order, promulgate laws, ordinances or 
regulations, with due regard to the provisions of section 2 hereof. The High 
Commissioner, if such action is deemed by him to be important in its effect, direct 
or indirect, on the security of the Ryukyu Islands, or on relations with foreign 
countries and international organizations with respect to the Ryukyu Islands, or 
on the foreign relations of the United States, or on the security, property or 
interests of the United States or nationals thereof, may, in respect of Ryukyuan 
bills, laws, or offcials, as the case may be, (a) veto any bill or any part or portion 
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thereof, (b) annul any law or any part or portion thereof within 45 days after its 
enactment, and (ce) remove any public official from office. The High Commis- 
sioner has the power of reprieve, commutation and pardon. The High Com- 
missioner may assume in whole or in part, the exercise of full authority in the 
islands, if such assumption of authority appears mandatory for security reasons, 
Exercise of authority conferred on the High Commissioner by this section shall 
7 romptly reported to the Secretary of Defense, who shall inform the Secretary 
of State, 

Section 12. In carrying out this order, including section 11, the High Commis- 
sioner shall preserve to persons in the Ryukyu Islands the basic liberties enjoyed 
by people in democratic countries, including freedom of speech, assembly, petition, 
religion and press, and security from unreasonable searches and seizures, and from 
deprivation of life, liberty, or property without due process of law. 

ction 13. The Secretary of Defense may issue such further instructions as 
may be necessary for the carrying out of this order. 

Soathin 14. Except as they may be inconsistent herewith, the proclamations, 
ordinances, and directives heretofore issued by the existing civil administration 
and its predecessor military government agencies shall continue in force and 
effect until modified, revoked, or superseded under the authority of this order, 
No proceeding, either civil or criminal, pending in any court of the Government 
of the Ryukyu Islands or of the civil administration of the Ryukyu Islands on the 
date of this order shall abate by reason of this order; and any such proceeding 
shall be conducted and concluded in accordance with the laws, ordinances, pro- 
clamations, and directives in effect immediately before the date of this order. 

Section 15. This order shall become effective immediately, but until its pro- 
visions shall severally become operative as herein provided, the legislative, 
executive and judicial functions now vested in the civil administration and the 
Government of the Ryukyu Islands, shall continue to be exercised as now pro- 
vided by law, ordinance, proclamation, or directive, and the incumbents of all 
offices under the civil administration or the Government of the Ryukyu Islands 
shall continue in office until their successors are appointed or elected and have 
qualified, unless sooner removed by competent authority. 


Dwicat D. E1ssNHowER. 
Tue Waite Houss, June 6, 1957. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Chairman Haypen. If there are no more questions, we thank you 
for your attendance. 


General Gaitey. Thank you very much, Senator. 


(Thereupon at 12:30 p. m., Monday, June 3, 1957, the committee 
reccssed subject to call.) 





- THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 1, 1957 


The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill, presiding. 


Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender, Hill, and Young. 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


BUDGET PRESENTATION 


STATEMENTS OF DR. R. R. PATY, BOARD MEMBER; A. J. WAGNER, 
GENERAL MANAGER; G. 0. WESSENAUER, MANAGER OF POWER; 
CHARLES H. YOUNG, MANAGER OF CHEMICAL ENGINEERING; 
AND L. J. VAN MOL, CHIEF BUDGET OFFICER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hiti. The committee will kindly come to order. 

We resume this morning the hearings on the supplemental appro- 
priation bill for 1958. We hope to have most of the information in 
our record by the time the bill reaches us from the House, in order that 
we any, be able to act promptly upon the amendments that may be 
required. 

ur first agency this morning is the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
and we will hear from them upon their regular estimate for 1958, 
whieh are considered here because they were not considered by the 
House on the regular public-works appropriation bill for 1958, which 
bill was reported to the Senate on July 12. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


We will place in the record at this point the summary statements on 
your 1958 budget from the justifications. 
(The justifications referred to follow:) 
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Summary of appropriation financed budget (for fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, 
1957, and 1958) 


Appropriation financed obligations 


ACQUISITION OF ASSETS 


Navigation, flond-control, and power program: 
Power supply facilities: 


Fest) DIETS WRIE B. cusconcacuuecsbamennase 
TN fl | ere eee 
Nottely hvdro unit 1___......-..--.-------...-- 
Widows Creek steam plant tnits 1-6_.......... 
Kingston steam plant units 1-9_............ pelathbbne< 
Colbert steam plant units 1-4.................- 


Shawnee steam plant units ML dose 


Gallatin steam plant units 1-2................. 
John Sevier steam plant units 1-3_......... mikcennnnngeil 


Total power supply facilities_.... tbacwues ie 
Trans ission systen facilities ._.................... 
Power service building ._...--.-.c.4sc5 s-4.5- pees ee 
Additions and improvements at existing facilities 


RE ee ee 
Flood-control SncMities. ft Fo i, Sisko ned 


Investigations for future facilities: 


Current a eee aero 
Writeoff of abandoned ‘projects \ hinoiibiin' ake ew acba 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses... .- 


Total navigation, flood-control, and power program_-._.- 


Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program: 
Chemical facilities . _......- 


General service activities: 


General facilities . ...- -- -...- nse peers sees --2e}- 


EXPENSES 


Navigation, nine and — program: 
Navigation 


Total navigation, flood-control, and power program 


Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program: 


Fertilizer and munitions development... ..........-....-.. 
Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions development 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses....... 


Total fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program... 
Watershed. protection and im mecorene program: 


improvement. .......... 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses. 


Watershed protection an 


Total watershed protection and improvement program 


Resource development program: 


Resource development........................-..-- 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses 


Total resource develo eet program 
General service activities: 
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


eoeceee 
ao--eee 
«eer ecene 


Bere mee ne ne sem ne el. 


Distribution of administrative and : general expenses 


Total fertilizer, agrieultural, and munitions progratn._. 


ie? Sales 4, 199 
egal —19, 383 
ecweee 33, 076, 816 


Se errr rs 2 ee 6 ee eee eee wee 


Flood -contro| soetetions ai inemntiaplatthimnbetaektlpsate 
Multipo reservoir operations... ....................- 
Topographic mapping. .. ............-dsde<-stesi-< 
Distribution of administrative and general expertses. 


aintenance of bridges financed by 
SEO GES Ve Gl cca nddiatiaghekbeceicteokens 


Total expenses, appropriation financed_.......... 





















1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 







































$788, 430 $94,000 |.......... <a 
35, 705 2, GOe Tocanecumean oi 
434, 037 91, 000 1 .ncanedubhens 
955, 940 988, 000 $32, 000 
8, 897, 787 | 7, 346. 000 467, 
2, 132, 260 682, 000 42, 
4, 869, 223 5, 247, 000 581, 000 
10, 203, 190 7, 388, 000 891, 000 
5, 518, 324 1, 003, 000 —229, 000 
896 22, 802, 000 1, 784, 000 
1, 140, 549 81, 000 |--..-. oo. i 
en, BOS 1 .ncsnenechedentadenceuiinne 
598. 280 526. 100 450. 000 
891,502}  7,241.000| 15, 556.0 
_ 44, 650 000 
- 81, 928 114, 000 122, 000 
00 1... .----.-.---]------nan 
1, 173. 691 "B48. 000 294. 000 











32. 772,818 | 31,688,000 | 18,674.00 
—aaaa—S=SxyqX—_a={={"y=i_—SS.|_ aaaaeSSS— 














307. 458 1, 601. 000 1, 286. 000 
15, 923 23, 000 22, 000 


823, 381 1, 624, 000 1, 308, 000 


ES | ees a 


— 23, 582 — 108. 136 - 8 
11, 000 13, 


+95, 136 
33, 166, 864 
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wencee=| 19,090 | 2, A9U, UU |..cccnnnno@ 
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ummary of appropriation financed budget (for fiscal years ending June 30, 1968 
- i957, and 1968)—Continued ‘eae 


Appropriation financed obligations 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


CHANGES IN WORKING CAPITAL 


Inventories and property transfers: 
General inventories 
PRODOTty WONAIOS. .. 2200) dase ddecncccedecncesskesudais ina 


Total changes in working capital, appropriation financed. 
Total appropriation fimanced budget 38, 323.057 | $40,013,864 
SOURCES OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS 


Appropriation acai 27, 053, 000 5, 357, 000 
Belance from prior year 65, 107, 921 47, 337. 864 
Balance carried forward to subsequent year —47, 337,864 | —12, 681,000 
Unobligated balance (amount provided by Public Law 163 
for transmission connections with Mississippi Valley Gen- 
erating Co.): 
Brought forward 
Carried forward. 
Rescinded 


Total appropriated funds 38, 323,057 | 40, 013, 864 


Summary of corporate financed budget (for fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, 1957, 
and 1958) 


Corporate financed obligations 1956 actual | 1957 estimate} 1958 estimate 


ACQUISITION OF ASSETS 


Navigation, flood-control, and power program: 
Power supply facilities: 
Widows Creek steam plant units 1-6. 
Kingston steam plant units 1-9 
Colbert steam plant units 1-4 
Shawnee steam plunt units. 1-10 
Gallatin steam plant units 1-2. 
Gallatin steam plant units 3-4 
John Sevier steam plant units 1-3 
John Sevier steam plant unit 4 . 206, . 200, 
Johnsonville steam plant units 7-10 d . 6 32, 897, 000 


Total power supply facilities 2, 215, 876 a 69, 579. 000 
Transmission system facilities 13, 290, 842 29, 800, 000 
Additions and improvements at existing facilities 784, 959 1, 219, 000 
Investigutions for future facilities: 

CA ianc. scones, a4dnteoeacubecdhbuanhelinbaimeamns 133, 182 209, 000 
Reclassification of prior year costs Ss Ee EE Lets Qcumnesconecltien eal tctalinna einsiuien 
Distribution of adininistrative and general expenses. 546, 297 1, 217, 000. 1, 462, 000 


Total navigation, flood-control, and power program... -_. 16, 959, 264 60, 655, 000 102, 269, 000 


Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program: 
Chemical facilities 491, 145 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses 


Total fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program... 


Total acquisition of assets, corporate financed 17, 457, 259 


EXPENSES 


Navigation, flood-control, and power program: 
Power operations 125. 270, 539 149, 480. 000 
eae reservoir operations 1, 626, 854 1, 857. 000 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses 1, 444, 845 1, 612, 000 


Total navigation, flood-control, and power program 128. 342, 238 153, 149, 000 
Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program: 
Fertilizer and munitions development. -.............-.....] _ 14, 741, 056 
Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions development-_......]......-.-..--- 15, 317, 000 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses 303, 726 325 000 


Total fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program_.-_- 15, 044, 782 15, 642, 000 
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I years ending June 30, 1956, 1957, 


Summary of corporate financed budget (for oo oe 
—Continu 


and 1958 































Corporate financed obligations 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 





EXPENSES—continued 


Resource development program: 


seneures Gevenepwens...). 2082 FE... decicccncccassconese $573,318 |....-.....---- UL Lcwineboole 






































Distribution of administrative and general expenses... _... GEEEE toc co nds tsi 
Total resource development program._...............-.. Stet Sec 
_———————————S>S|«_&bsR@"@POO10WV0W909V000WU08HBPE_q9an0=——_—0—@—=_ 
General service activities: 
CE IN PN aso eS nn sc ccccncccwee 3, 304, 329 $2, 193, 000 $1, 745, 000 
Distribution of administrative and general expenses__-_.._- 26, 393 27, 000 26, 000 
Total general service activities. ......................... 3, 330, 722 2, 220, 000 1,771,000 
Total expenses, corporate financed... ...............--... 147, 338, 287 | 156, 582, 000 170, 562, 000 
CHANGES IN WORKING CAPITAL 
Inventories: 
IEE DID ihn on dnnnnnnqccciiebeaanasennanne 1, 696, 792 5, 307, 000 1, 129, 000 
Pe ea ee ee eee 122, 590 198; 000}... 56 be 
Total changes in working capital, corporate financed --... 1, 819, 382 5, 490, 000 1, 129, 000 
Total corporate financed obligations...........--------- 166, 614,928 | 222,727,000 | 273, 960, 000 
— ——————————————___} 
PAYMENTS 
Payments to U. 8. 3 
Retirement of ee Ritiicibcanwnithinnemqetitndinnnunnt GRE [lirbianawswack cn odo 
Payment on appropriation investment in the power pro- 
ie EE nak tame neni mee ab mnbegaimtaininiatintapiag 45, 000, 000 30, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Payment of miscellaneous nonpower proceeds............. 4, 008, 731 2, 480, 000 
Total payments to U.S. Treasury..............-...-.-. 66, 263, 894 34, 008, 731 12, 480, 000 
—————— ————————————_—_} 
Total corporate financed budget-........................ 256, 735, 731 286, 440, 000 
Sooo 
SOURCES OF CORPORATE FUNDS 
? N ah trol, and | 
a ion, -control, and power program: 
avigation operations. ......- _ 25, 000 31,000 
Power operations. .................... = 236, 684, 000 257, 046, 000 
Multipurpose reservoir operations...... ae , 000 
DOR RN. <bdtinctanasteddstkee can seesccscue 220, 321,285 | 237,005,000 257, 373, 000 
Fertilizer, agricultural, and munitions program: 
Fertilizer and munitions development. --.............- 17, 214, 482 17, Gat, G0}... -ncnnenene 
Fertilizer, agricultural, and muntions development. .--|..............|-.--------.---- 16, 796, 000 
A i Dice lias ila Rada tatiana ceictealh 17, 214, 482 17, 521, 000 16, 796, 000 
Watershed protection and improvement program: Water- 
nee Ea te SONI, ns ee akawbioteeeonuanpene 76, 000 
Resource development program: Resource development. 21, 125 so. ee 
General service activities: Reimbursable services... ....- 3, 330, 722 2, 220, 000 1, 771, 000 
Miscellaneous: Sale of retired plant and other miscellan- 
INS a tiienicedsa—neececde cha piieediueUe dances 5, 198, 207 1, 492, 000 6, 329, 000 
Te I I io ht ie tie ceeis 246, 085,821 | 258, 251, 000 282, 345, 000 
_—_—_——<<$———— ——__ 
Decreases in reserves: 
Power poseete: 
Se OO nt icicle eemenene 42, 918, 972 59, 381, 134 62, 425, 134 
Balance carried forward to subsequent year -.......-- —59, 381,134 | —62,425,134 | —58, 512,134 
Total decrease in power proceeds.............-.....-. —16, 462,162 | —3, 044,000 3, 913, 000 
—===—S—S=—=—=== ——==—S—aaas 
Nonpower proceeds: 
Balance I awe 7, 263, 894 4, 008, 731 2, 480, 000 
Balance carried forward to subsequent year-.....-..-- —4, 008,731 | —2, 480,000 —2, 298, 000 
Total decrease in nonpower proceeds..............-- 3, 255, 163 1, 528, 731 182, 000 






Total decreases in reserves 


———————__— — 
232, 878,822 | 256, 735, 731 286, 440, 000 


—13, 206, 999 —1, 515, 269 4, 095, 000 
Total current income and decreases in reserves.-.-... 





Nate on selected maior projects 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


INTRODUCTION 


The Tennessee Valley Authority is a corporation wholly owned by the Federal 
Government. It was created by the Congress in 1933 for the unified conservation 
and development of the resources of the Tolinesses Valley. TVA is charged with 
the responsibility for developing the Tennessee River for navigation, flood cone 
and the generation of electric power; for chemical research and the production 
experimental fertilizers useful in agriculture and national defense; and for en- 
couraging, in the national interest, the agricultural and industrial development 
of the Tennessee Valley region. 

The TVA is an independent agency under a Board of Directors responsible to 
the President and the Congress for the conduct of a coordinated resource develop- 
ment program. It is currently financed from two sources: appropriated funds 
and corporate funds available as proceeds of its operations. he enactment of 
proposed legislation would provide for the issuance of revenue bonds as an addi- 
tional means of financing power facilities. 


APPROPRIATION-FINANCED BUDGET 


This budget proposes for 1958 an appropriation of $14,782,000 and utilization 
of $12,681,000 estimated to be carried forward from 1957, a total of $27,463,000, 
for the projects and programs summarized on pages 1 and 2. Of this amount, 
$1,784,000 is for power facilities—continuing construction of generating units 
underway—and $15,556,000 is for navigation facilities, including $15,344,000 
for continuing construction of a new lock at Wilson Dam. Capital additions 
required for other programs and distribution of administrative and general 
expenses bring the total estimate for acquisition of assets to $19,966,000. Appro- 
priation-financed operating expenses are estimated at $7,497,000. 


CORPORATE FINANCED BUDGET 


The corporate financed obligations for 1958, summarized on pages 3 and 4, are 
estimated at $273,960,000: acquisition of assets, $102,269,000; expenses of operat- 


ing programs and reimbursable services for other agencies, $170,562,000; and in- — 


ventories, $1,129,000. Income is estimated at $282,345,000, of which $257,- 
046,000 is from power operations. Estimated payments to the United States 
Treasury in 1958 total $12,480,000, of which $10 million would be from power 
proceeds and the remainder from other proceeds. Payments from net power in- 


come made and budgeted through June 30, 1958, are considerably more than the * 


amounts required to that date to provide for total payments over a 40-year 
period equal to appropriations made for power facilities in service. 


APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Senator Hitu. You may proceed, Dr. Paty. 

Mr. Pary. We appreciate the opportunity to appear before your 
committee to discuss TVA’s appropriation requirements for 1958. 
The program contemplated for 1958 calls for a new appropriation of 
$14,782,000. 

This amount, together with funds available from previous appro- 
priations, provides for a total appropriation financed program of about 
$27.5 million, a reduction of about $13 million below the $40 million 
available to TVA in 1957. 

No new activities are contemplated by the 1958 request. The 
entire budget program is explained in some detail in the justification 
document which is before you. 

The TVA General Manager and members of our staff in charge of 
the various aspects of our program are here and will be glad to explain 
the estimates in as much detail as the committee wishes. 

With your permission, to begin the presentation, 1 would like to 
introduce our General Manager, Mr. A. J. Wagner. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Wagner, we would be very happy to have you 
speak at this time. 
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CONTINUING WILSON DAM LOCK CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Wacner. The largest single item in this $27.5 million of 
appropriated funds is an item of about $15.3 million for continuin 
construction of a new lock at Wilson Dam, Ala. This lock was star 
in 1957 and the schedule contemplates that it will be open to traffic in 
August of 1959 and that construction work will be cleaned up and 
completed in December of 1960. 

This lock will be the highest single lift lock in the world when it is 
completed, raising barges and boats about 100 feet from the level of the 
Pickwick Pool to the level of Wilson Pool above it. 

Its construction has been made necessary by the very substantial 
growth of traffic on the Tennessee River, a growth which without 
exaggerating I could say has been spectacular. 


GROWTH OF TENNESSEE RIVER TRAFFIC 


Last year, the Tennessee River carried about 2 billion ton-miles 
of traffic, which is approximately 60 times the traffic it carried in 
1933, at the time of the creation of the TVA. This was an increase 
of about 23 percent over the traffic carried in 1955, and it made the 
Tennessee traffic the fastest growing in the Nation’s system of inland 
waterways. 

Traffic growth in 1957 is running about 10 percent ahead of 1956. 
This navigation use of the Tennessee River offers an excellent example 
of what an improved waterway can contribute to the expansion and 
growth of the Nation’s economy as well as to the economy of the 
region in which the development occurs. 

n 1933, traffic on the Tennessee River consisted of only about a 
million tons and over 80 percent of it was sand and gravel dredged 
from the riverbed and barged a few miles and placed ashore. There 
was only a very, very small amount of interchange traffic between the 
Tennessee Valley and other regions. 

In 1956, on the other hand, the traffic that moved included a wide 
variety of commodities and a majority of the traffic represented the 
movement of commodities between the Tennessee Valley region and 
other regions. 

For example, in 1956, traffic included 648,000 tons of grain. This. 
was up from 158,000 tons in 1951, so the growth has been quite recent 
This grain comes generally to the Tennessee Valley from the Middle 
West grain-producing region. 

As I am sure you know, the Southeast does not produce as much 
grain as it uses, and it has always bought a considerable amount of 
grain from the Midwest. The movement of grain is facilitated and 
made more economical as it moves in barges, and it has contributed and 
it has been a part of the changing and expanding agriculture in the 
Southeast. 

The availability of the waterway has meant that Midwest farmers 
have a new and more economical opportunity to move their grain into 
the Southeast. It is expanding that market for them. Some 8 or 10 
grain elevators have been built on the Tennessee River in the past few 
—. A new one is being constructed at Guntersville, Ala., now to 

andle some of this growing traffic. 

There are other items of traffic which are significant, such as gasoline 
and oil products from the Gulf coast; and there have been substantial 
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movements of sulfur, salt, and. industrial chemicals—mostly into the 
valley, but some of them now moving outward from the new chemical 
industry in the valley. 

There has been substantial traffic in automobiles and iron and steel, 
and large tonnages of pulpwood are moving on the Hiwassee River 
in the Tennessee Valley. The papermill which uses the pulpwood is 
now beginning the construction of a dock to ship newsprint from the 
Tennessee Valley to other ports on the inland waterway system. 

These are a few of the commodities that are moving now in sub- 
stantial volume, and they represent the kind of contribution that the 
waterway is making to general economic development. 

To handle this traffic, the old lock at Wilson Dam is inadequate. 
It was completed in about 1925 and is smaller than many of the single 
barges now using the inland waterways. In addition, it is of con- 
siderable age so that it has been deteriorating to some extent. 

Last year, this lock alone handled 2.4 million tons of traffic, which is 
about all it can handle on its present condition. The waterway at that 
point also was closed this last winter for 9 days when high water 
submerged a low-lift lock which lies below the Wilson Dam but is a 
part of the Wilson locking system. 

The completion of the new lock will remove this traffic bottleneck 
and enable the waterway to continue to make a contribution to 
the expanding economy of the region. 

Senator Hm. The allocation for this lock is more than half of what 
your budget represents, is it not? 

Mr. Waener. Yes, sir; this is the largest single item in the ap- 
propriation budget for 1958. 


FLOOD-CONTROL PROGRAM 


Closely related to the navigation development of the Tennessee 
River, if you would like to move on, is our flood-control program 
and flood-control activities. The multiple-purpose dam and reser- 
voirs that TVA has constructed play a very important flood-control 
role, and I believe you will be interested to know that this last winter 
the flood-control system was put to the most severe test that it has 
experienced since it has been in operaton. 

Late in January and early in February, we had a very heavy rain- 
fall in the valley, and it was quite widespread. In a 20-day period, 
we had an average of 12 inches over the entire area, with a maximum 
up to 22 inches in the mountains in the eastern end of the valley. 
While rainfall of this amount in smaller areas is not extremely unusual, 
it is unusual to have it fall so intensely over the entire valley area. 
Had it not been for the coutrol provided by our dams and reservoirs, 
the flood damage would have been very, very severe and widespread. 

At Chattanooga, which is a key point to be protected, without the 
reservoir control, the river would have reached a stage of 54 feet, 
which is about 22 feet above the flood stage, and it would have been 
the second highest flood on record, exceeded only by the very high 
flood of 1867. This 54-foot stage would have inundated some 8,000 
acres in the heart of Chattanooga, and the water would have been 
knee deep in the principal business districts. 

Over half of the industrial section of Chattanooga would have 
been covered with water 8 feet or more deep, and the damage which 
would have occurred, we estimate, would have been about $66 million. 
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_ As it was, this flood- was held to only 2 feet above flood. stage, a 
reduction of 22 feet. The flood that was actually experienced was 
only a 2-foot flood, instead of a 24-foot flood, and the damage in the 
Chattanooga area was negligible. : 

The water which would have submerged the business section had 
been stored in a reservoir and is now being used to generate power 
and to maintain navigation depths on the Tennessee River and too 
maintain navigation depths on down the Ohio and the lower Missis- 
sippi Rivers. 

I have some maps here which you may be interested in reviewing 
fora moment. They show the area flooded compared to the area that 
would have been flooded without reservoir control. 

You need both maps. The one that is marked “Actual” shows that 
the floodwaters only extended up a few of the small stream valleys 
that flows through Chattanooga. You will recognize the principal 
business district by the black area where the streets and buildings 
show in the center of the map. 

If you look at the map marked ‘“The Flood That Would Have Been,”’ 
you will see that a great deal of the city and the heart of the industrial 
area, would have been submerged. The water would have been 22 
feet higher than it was and we can visualize what 22 feet of water 
would do to a city. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Do you have any records of what would have 
oegee if these dams had not been built and a higher flood occurred 
in that area? 

Mr. Waacner. The 1867 flood was higher than last winter’s flood 
would have been without TVA’s control. It is possible for Chatta- 
nooga to have a flood larger than either of these, but, fortunately, it 
has not occurred yet. If such a flood did occur, full protection would 
require a system of levees. That has been pointed out to the city, 
and we hope that they will someday provide the necessary rights-of- 
way and local assistance so that those levees can be built. 


FLOOD-CONTROL BENEFIT 


Senator ELttenper. Is the $66 million savings that you spoke of a 
moment ago applicable to Chattanooga only, or were the savings in 
other areas where that has occurred? 

Mr. Wacner. That was applicable to Chattanooga only. There 
were other areas where floods would have occurred, and there were 
savings there also. 

For example, in a flood somewhat later than this, in April, control 
of the Tennessee River accomplished a reduction of about 3 feet in 
flood heights on the lower Mississippi River, and that produced a 
benefit of about $4.5 million along the stretches of the lower Missis- 
sippi, so the example I described at Chattanooga is not an isolated 
instance. 

There have been some 30 floods that, unregulated, would have 
reached or exceeded flood stage at Chattanooga in the period since 
we have begun operating these reservoirs, and, of course, flood reduc- 
tions have been made at many other points. 


JUSTIFICATION OF FLOOD-CONTROL POLICY 


Senator E.Lenper. Would you say Congress was justified in 
providing the funds necessary for these dams and that they have not 
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only served the purpose of holding the water back to develop elec- 
tricity from falling water, but also to protect the people there from 
damage from these floods? 

Mr. Wacner. Most assuredly; yes, sir. 

Senator Extenprer. Again, | would like to asx the question, to 
what extent does the Corps of Engineers in the area assist in develop- 
ing plans for flood control and navigation in your TVA territory? 


CONSULTATION WITH CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Wacner. The development of the Tennessee River and its 
tributaries is primarily the responsibility of the TVA. It is under 
the TVA Act. As our plans are developed, we advise the Corps of 
Engineers about them and consult with them, but the responsibility 
is primarily ours. 

nator ELLENDER. They have no veto power? 

Mr. Wacner. Not in the development of the Tennessee River. 

Senator ELLENDER. But you presume your engineers see eye to eye 
with the Corps of Engineers; do you not? 

Mr. Waener. Yes. As a matter of fact, the Kentucky Reservoir 
lies at the mouth of the river, and its operation is coordinated very 
closely with the Corps of Engineers. 


EFFECT OF INCREASED NAVIGATION ON BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator Ettenper. You spoke of navigation a moment ago. To 
what extent has the tonnage increased, say, in recent years, particu- 
larly with reference to the ae given the Congress as to the 

’ 


good that would benefit and, I guess, the benefit-cost ratio? 

To what extent has that benefit-cost ratio been enhanced by virtue 
of more tonnage passing through than first anticipated? 

Mr. Wacner. The traffic volume has increased from about 33 
million ton-miles in 1933 to better than 2 billion ton-miles in 1956, 
which is about a sixtyfold increase. The tonnage itself has been in- 
creased from something less than a million tons in 1933 to something 
over 12 million tons in 1956. 

Senator ELtenper. Your justifications for starting this were based 


on a 1933 appraisal? That is, the navigation part; I do not mean, 


your whole system. 

Mr. Wacner. We made an estimate of the traffic to be expected on 
this river, and we completed that survey and estimate about 1940. 
We anticipated—and this was a part of our justification—that by 1960 


we would have traffic of 7 million tons. In fact traffic had already, 


posses 12 million tons in 1956. We anticipated that by 1960 we would 
ave traffic of 1.5 billion ton-miles, but it passed 2 billion ton-miles in 
1956. 

The dollar justification presumed we would have a savings to 
shippers of $9 million per year by 1960, and in fact the figure of $20 
million was reached in 1956. So the record has far exceeded 
estimates of even those of us who were optimistic about it. 


INDUSTRIAL USE OF WATER 


Senator ELtenpeR. To what extent has industry taken advantage 
of these huge pools of water that were formed by virtue of these dams 
built along the river? 
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Mr. Waener. For industrial water? 

Senator ELLENDER. Industrial purposes. I am trying to develop 
that because we have a situation along the Ohio River that I am proud 
of the fact that, with the assistance of my good friend from Alabama 
here, we were able to provide funds in order to build new locks to take 
the place of lock No. 41 on the Ohio. We got rid of 2 or 3 small locks. 
Then we have the Richmond Dam in process and several others, and 
in those areas not only have these projects assisted navigation, but 
they will continue to assist navigation, and large pools of water have 
been formed. Industry can use this water; and many great industrial 
developments have thereby occurred along these rivers. 

Would you say the same thing applies in your area? 

Mr. Wacner. Yes, sir; the same thing is true in our area. The 
supply of industrial water is very important to industry, and the 
economy of the region is growing on that basis. 

These are not industries that are transferred there from some other 
region. These are industries which are building on the resources of 
the region, and building in many instances to serve the markets of 
the region. 

The higher dams that we have built also have been useful in furnish- 
ing a greater number of flood-free sites for industry to develop than 
would be true with a natural river where the development takes place 
in the flood plain and you either have to protect the industries or 
subject them to flooding. 

Of course, these industries also use water transportation to help 
supply their shipping needs. 

I mentioned earlier that a couple of the items of traffic that are 
moving into the Tennessee Valley are salt. and sulfur coming from the 
lower Mississippi River. 

Senator ELLENDER. My State has quite-a lot of salt, too. 

Mr. Waecner. Yes, and we are using quite a bit of it in Tennessee. 

The creation of these pools for water supply has been very important 
in industrial developments. 

The flood-control activities that I have been describing relate to 
the protection of cities and communities along the main stem of the 
Tennessee River, and its principal tributaries, where the storage reser- 
voirs constructed above those points provide protection. 

There are other communities in the Tennessee Valley, as elsewhere, 
that have local flood problems which have not been affected by the 
flood-control system on the main stem of the Tennessee and on the 
tributaries. 

For example, the city of Lewisburg, Tenn., is on a small tributary 
of the Duck River called Big Rock Creek. Most of the city is built 
on the high land back from the creek bottom, but there has been sore 
development along the flood plain—along the bottom land adjacent 
to Big Rock Creek. 

Occasionally this land floods quite severely and causes some damage. 


NEW APPROACH TO FLOOD CONTROL 


For communities like this we are trying what we think is a new 
approach to the problem of local flood control, an approach which we 
hope will ultimately result in a substantial lessening in the demands for 
Federal funds to be spent on local food-control projects. I will ex- 
plain to you how we hope this will work. 
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In 1954, we were asked to supply for the city of Lewisburg informa- 
tion as to flood heights which had occurred through the recorded period 
of flood history and to give them our estimate as to how high floods 
might come and what areas in their city might be flooded. 

At about the same time plans were being made in the city of Lewis- 
burg for the development of two subdivisions, and applications for 
loans had been made to the Veterans’ Administration and to the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

I have a large map here which I would like to spread out and show 
to you, which I think will make the picture clearer than just-a verbal 
description. These blue dots represent buildings in the city of Lewis: 
burg. This is the principal business area. 

This dark blue line threading irregularly through the center of the 
map is Big Rock Creek. 

The area that is covered with a dotted blue overlay represents the 
area which has been flooded, or could be flooded, in floods that can 
be expected some time in the future. 

This line shows the maximum flood which has occurred in the city, 
but they might get one which would extend even farther into the city 
as shown by this second line. 

The two subdivisions I mentioned were planned, 1 here and 1 over 
here where the buildings show in red. They extended on to this 
higher ground. 

When the Veterans’ Administration and Federal Housing Admin- 
istration had found that the houses shown in red might someday be 
flooded, they refused to approve the loans for construction at the 
hazardous location. The subdivisions were then replanned. The de- 
velopment did take place, but the houses were constructed on higher 
ground out of the flood danger area. 

The result of that, you can see, is about like this: If those houses 
had been built in ignorance of the situation, the next time a flood 
came they would have been flooded. As a matter fact we furnished 
the information to the community in the fall of 1954, and in March of 
1955 a flood did occur which would have put about 4 feet of water 
into these houses shown in red. The houses were not there, so the 
flood passed on without doing that damage. 

If the information had not been provided, those houses would have 
been built, ultimately other houses would have been built, and the 
next flood would really have created serious damage and there would 
have been requests for aid from the Federal Government. 
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DEVELOPMENT PLANNING FOR LEWISBURG, TENN, 


You will notice that some of the present business district lies in the 
flood danger area. The Lewisburg Planning Commission, with the 
assistance of the Tennessee State Planning Commission, has devel- 
oped plans for the expansion of Lewisburg, which contemplates the 
ultimate abandonment of this section of the business area, and its 
expansion into higher, safer ground, with utilization of this lower land 
subject to occasional flooding, for parking areas for the city, recrea- 
tional areas, playgrounds, and that sort of thing. 

There are 80 communities like this in the Tennessee Valley, and 
we are making this kind of information available to them. We hope 
that the communities will then take this information into account m 








their planning so that the net result will be a building-free floodway — 
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through the city, development on higher ground, and the relief of 
pressure on the Federal Government to build protective works to 
protect industry, housing, which otherwise would have located in the 
flood danger area. ‘ 

Senator ELLENDER. You would control any projects that would be 
suggested so as to give protection to this business district of Lewisburg 
which you say is in the flood area? 


POSSIBILITY OF SURVEY BY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Waaner. According to the present arrangement, they may 
come to us or they may go to the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is that? 

That is within your bailiwick, is it not? 

Mr. Waener. Yes; it is. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Why do you not control that as well as the 
projects to which we addressed ourselves awhile ago? 

Mr. Waaner. As I understand it, when the people go to the Corps 
of Engineers and ask them to make a survey of their particular lecal 
flood problems, the Corps of Engineers has felt it their responsibility 
to comply with the request. There is coordination between them 


and us, but there are a few instances where they have gone ahead 
with studies for communities in the Tennessee Valley. 

We would hope, of course, that the program that we have started 
would ultimately obviate the need for construction as a solution to 
that kind of problem. 

Senator ExLenper. All those projects are rather costly, and I 
presume a better purpose would be served by having these people 


move up to the higher ground and let that be as it is; is that correct? 


PREVENTIVE FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Waaner. We would call it preventive flood control. An 
additional point about many situations like this is that in most 
instances, if you should investigate the cost of protecting the city 
and compare it with the benefits to be achieved, you would find your 
benefit-cost ratio to be unfavorable. You would then give an 
unfavorable report. As time passed, the city would go ahead and 
develop the flood danger area some more, and then, a few years later, 
you would have another study made, based on higher benefits resulting 
from the added development. 

One thing | should make clear is that TVA is not building projects 
as a part of this program. The decision as to whether a project needs 
to be built or not, as far as we are concerned, rests with the community. 
TVA provides the information on the basis of which a decision can 
be made. 

Senator ELLENDER. But the Federal Government is called into that 
and some of these people are very powerful in their neighborhoods, 
and sometimes they can urge Congress, and they are successful in 
getting money to be spent there, and it strikes me that anything in 
relation to navigation, flood control, and power development ought to 
be left almost exclusively to the TVA authorities. 

Mr. WaGner. We would be glad to handle such things. 

Senator Huu. You are seeking to avoid this pressure which Senator 
Ellender spoke of, and having the Federal Government coming in and 
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spending money on these projects would be obviated if handled by 
local authorities. 

Mr. Wacner. We believe the solution should be left in the hands 
of the local people, but they do need information as to how serious 
the problem is, and what they might expect floods to do in their city, 
We have that information as a part of our overall information on the 
Tennessee River system. We give them the information in reports, 
and then it is up to them. 
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FUNDS FOR COMPLETION OF POWER UNITS 





I have spoken of navigation and flood control; the third partner 
in the TVA development is power. This appropriation budget for 
power is only $1,784,000. This is an amount required to substantially 
complete generating units started with appropriations in previous 
years. There is no appropriation requested for new power starts. 

Senator Hitt. Do you mean there are no new projects and no new 
units? 

Mr. Waoner. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. The only money in this bill is to complete units at 
projects which have been previously authorized? 
Mr. Wacner. That is correct. 


FERTILIZER AND MUNITIONS WORK AT MUSCLE SHOALS 


Another of our major activities, as you know, Senator Hill, is in 
= ae and munitions work which we are doing at Muscle 
e: oais. 

Here we have been doing what might be described as pioneer work 
in research and process development for the manufacture of new and 
improved fertilizers. This work is conducted primarily for the 
benefit of the farmers. The new fertilizers, when they are developed, 
are introduced in demonstrations and educational programs, not only 
in the Tennessee Valley Authority but nationwide as well. 

The processes and the inventions that we develop are available to 

fertilizer companies, and to industrial concerns on a royalty-free, 

nonexclusive basis, and they are encouraged to adopt them and enter 
into the production of these improved fertilizers so that the farmer 
demand for them can be met by industry. 



















LICENSES FOR USE OF PROCESSES AND INVENTIONS 











We have issued over 100 licenses for the use of processes and 
inventions that we have developed, and they are now widely used in 
industry. One that has been especially popular is a continuous 
ammoniator. It provides for introducing phosphate and potash, if 
it is desired, and nitrogen into a chemically combined granulated 
fertilizer. It requires a very small investment, so it is particularly 
useful to the smaller producers of fertilizers. 


INSPECTION OF FACILITIES BY INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVES 





This past June, we arranged for a 3-day inspection particularly of 
pilot plants and other facilities at the Muscle Shoals laboratories for 
: representatives of the fertilizer industry. We were really quite over- 
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whelmed by the interest they showed. There were 391 individuals 
who came to Muscle Shoals, representing 181 companies and other 
organizations such as Department of Agriculture and the National 
Plant Food Institute. These people came from 34 different States 
and even from 3 foreign countries. 

During the 3-day period they spent there, they saw half a dozen or 
so pilot plants in operation. One of them involved the use of a new 
phosphoric acid with which we are working. We have called it super- 
phosphoric acid. It is of higher concentration than that normally 
used, and it is of a particular concentration that remains liquid under 
standard conditions of temperature to a greater extent that other 
phosphoric acids. 

They saw this superphosphoric acid being used in making high- 
analysis fertilizers, and they saw it being used in making liquid 
fertilizers. 

There were other processes involving the use of diammoniate phos- 
phate as well as other materials. These are generally designed to 
produce higher concentration fertilizers and fertilizers more flexible 
in the way in which they can be used. That is, the process permits 
a rather wide variation in the makeup of the fertilizer as to the three 
components that go into it. 





IMPROVEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 


Senator Hiiu. Before you leave the subject of that meeting with 
these people, may I ask whether most of those representatives were 
from private industry? 

Mr. Wacner. Yes. The information they gathered they took back 
to their companies, and, to the extent that it applies to the processes 
they are working with, they may be able to improve their operations 
to make them more adaptable to the farmer demand for better 
fertilizers. 

About 10,000 people—chemists, engineers, agronomists, and other 
people with technical interests—have visited this plant over the past 
10-year period, and we have had, perhaps, an equal number of letter 
inquiries about the processes we are working with. 

Senator Hitt. You have people coming from private industry and 
coming from commercial manufacturing plants who are seeking this 
information to improve their processes and their production; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Wacner. That is correct. These processes are all designed to 
do a better job for farmers as far as the production and application 
of fertilizer is concerned, and to do it at a lower cost. At the same 
time, as industry adopts these processes and produces these fertilizers; 
both they and the farmers profit. 

For example, in 1934, about 70,000 tons of superphosphate was 
being produced in this country for fertilizer use. TVA undertook a 
program to introduce it to farmers and demonstrate its usefulness. 
At one time, we were producing something short of 200,000 tons a 
year. Since then, we have cut our production back to about 25,000 
tons a year, because industry had begun to produce for a new market, 
created in large measure by the TVA demonstration, and now,, in- 
dustry is producing about 1% million tons of this material annually, 
and is selling it. 
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Similarly, in 1943, ammonium nitrate was almost unused as 9 
fertilizer material. About 18,000 tons of it was being produced. 
That production has risen to 1.1 million tons, and practically all of 
that is being provided by industry and being used by farmers. 

We have other newer materials coming along. 


LEACHED-ZONE FERTILIZER PLANT 


For instance, this budget has an item of $551,000 in it for com- 
pleting construction of a leached-zone fertilizer unit. This is an 
neereePGRE development, because it has an important conservation 
angle. 

Phe Florida phosphate fields are overlaid with sand and other waste 
material. Underneath that sand and overburden is a layer of material 
which is called leached-zone ore. It has a lower concentration of 
phosphate than is customarily used and is now just taken off and 
mixed with the overburden and wasted. 

There are about 14 million tons of it wasted each year, which, on 
the basis of analysis of unmined material, probably averages about 10 
percent P,O;, or about a million and a half tons of phosphate. This 
is about half as much phosphate as is mined and used, so there is now 
being wasted about a half of the phosphate ore being mined. 

The process that we have developed, and which will be tested out 
in this plant, to be completed this year, will use that leached-zone ore 
to make a concentrated fertilizer containing about 15 percent nitrogen, 
15 percent phosphate, and 15 percent potash. This is a fertilizer 
which will then be introduced to farmers to test its workability and 
its acceptability to them. 

We hope industry will adopt the process and make these materials 
available so that the phosphate will not continue to be wasted. 

Senator ELLenprErR. Is that found over all pebble beds? 

Mr. Waaner. It is found in the pebble rock fields and overlies the 
pebble rock beds. 

Senator E:LtenpsrR. Have you sufficiently advanced your process 
to determine that it would be economical to obtain this phosphate 
and potash and nitrate? 

Mr. WaGner. We will just obtain phosphate from that ore, and 
the nitrogen and potash will be added. We have carried this process 
through the laboratory research. We have constructed a pilot plant 
to test its feasibility, and we are now building a small demonstration- 
scale unit to work out any final bugs that might develop. The unit 
will have a capacity of about 25,000 tons; our 1958 plans call for pro- 
duction of about 5,000 tons. We have satisfied ourselves that this 
will be a source of fertilizer that can be sold profitably by private 
industry. 

PERCENTAGE OF PHOSPHATE OBTAINED PER TON 


Senator ELLENDER. What percentage of phosphate is obtained, say, 
from a ton of this material? 

Mr. Wacner. Let me ask Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youna. It contains around 10 percent. 

Senator ELLeNDER. What is it in the normal sources? 

Mr. Youna. About 16 to 20. The difference between this material 
and the regular phosphate that is now used is, chiefly, that it is an 
aluminum phosphate rather than a calcium phosphate. 
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Senator ELLENpeER. Is it more valuable? 

Mr. Youna. At the present time, it is thrown away and discarded as 
waste. We hope to make a high-analysis product out of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. I was wondering about the cost. 

Mr. Youna. Our estimates show the cost as comparable to other 
fertilizer costs. 

Mr. Wacner. I perhaps did not make clear that the construction 

of this unit was started last year with an appropriation of about 
$600,000. The request this year for $551,000 would complete its 
construction and permit the commencement of operation. 
Senator Hiii. As I understand it, what you seek to do is save this 
waste material at a cost that is no higher than the cost of the phosphate 
that you are producing and which industry is now using; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Waener. That is correct. 

Chairman Haypen. We used to think of handling only 5 percent 
copper ore, and now we can handle down to half of 1 percent. 

Mr. Waaner. It is important to move promptly on this particular 
development, too, because, at the present time, as the leached-zone 
ore is stripped off, it is mixed with the sand and overburden and the 
concentration goes down to 3 or 4 percent. 

Even the process we have developed would not recover the phos- 
phate from that resulting mixture... Unless the leached zone ore is 
separated from the overburden at the time you are getting at the 
regular ore, it would be lost for all time as far as we know. 


RECOVERY OF URANIUM FROM LEACH ZONE ORE 


I did not mention that this process also permits the recovery of 
uranium from this leached zone ore. It contains a higher percentage 
of uranium than the higher grade phosphate. While we will not 
recover the uranium in the plant that we are constructing, never- 
theless, it is possible to recover it and it may some day be an important 
source of uranium for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I notice under your summary of appropriations 
in the budget that you have two items for fertilizer, agriculture, and 
munitions program for a total of $1,308,000, and then on the next 
page, No. 2, you have fertilizer, agriculture, munition program, 
$3,016,000. 

What is the difference between those two items and why are they 
separate? 

Mr. Waaner. The first figure, $1,308,000, is for acquisition of 
assets. It includes, for instance, construction of the leached zone 
unit which I mentioned. This first table includes capital costs. 

The item on the second page includes funds for the test demonstra- 
tion program, and research that is necessary in the fertilizer and 
munitions field. 

Senator ELLenpER. Why do you separate them? You use the same 
language in both instances. 

Mr. Wagner. The first page is headed “Acquisition of assets,”’ and 
this is the total acquisition of assets for this program. 

The next page is headed “Expenses,” and this is the total of expenses 
for this program. 

Mr. Chairman, I have referred to the largest items in the budget. 

heother items and programs are about the same as they have 
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been in the last couple of years, both as to content and as to level, 
They are described in some detail in this document. 

If you have questions about them, we would be glad to answer 
them, of course. Otherwise, that completes my general presentation, 







TOTAL FEDERAL INVESTMENT AND REPAYMENT DATA 







Chairman Haypen. I have three questions I would like to ask, hol 
I would like to have you put the answers in the record. 

First, how much does the Federal Government have invested in 
power authorities in the Tennessee Valley Authority? 

Second, under your repayment schedule, how much of this amount 
was due for repayment on June 30, 1957, this year? 

Third, how much was actually repaid up to that date? 

I have asked those same questions with respect to the Bonneville 
Power Administration and other power developments throughout 
% yroreds and I think if we could bring them all together, it would 

e helpfu 
Mr. Waener. We would be glad to supply the answers to. those 


questions. 
(The information referred to follows:) 


I. Through June 30, 1957, Treasury funds invested in completed TVA power 
facilities totaled $1, 436,265, 433. 

(The above total is composed of appropriations to TVA, $1,351,809,980; prop- 
erty transferred from other Federal agencies, $19,382,953; "TVA bonds purchased 
with Treasury funds, $65,072,500.) 

II. The Government Corporations Appropriation Act, 1948, requires TVA to 
make cash payments to the Treasury which in a period of 40 years from the time 
a facility commences operations will equal the investment made by the Treasury 
in such facility. The act also specifies certain minimum payments which through 
June 30, 1957, totaled $33 million. 

(Under a hypothetical schedule which assumes that each increment of invest- 
ment would be paid in equal installments of one-fortieth each, payments through 
June 30, 1957, would total $148,436,909.) 

Ill. Actual ‘payments made by TVA pursuant to the Government Corporations 
Appropriation Act, 1948, totaled $216,500,000 at June 30, 1957. 

(Prior to passage of the Government Corporations Appropriations Act, 1948, 
TVA had paid $23,631,519 out of power proceeds either to retire bonds or into 
the general receipts of the Treasury, making a total of $240,131,519.) 
































SEPARATION OF STEAM AND HYDROELECTRIC POWER 





Senator ELLENDER. Could it be separated between the steam power 
and that for falling water? 

Mr. WEsSENAUER. Power sales are kept as the revenue derived from 
the sale of power, irrespective of the source. h 

As you know, Senator Ellender, we operate the system as an inte- 
grated power system. We have no way of separating revenues one 
from the other. We can supply for you, if you would like, the ‘aver- 
age production expense of the two sources. Perhaps that would be 
helpful to you. 

Senator Exuenper. As I recall, sometime ago there was put j in the 
record—that is what I would like to have verified because there wis 
some contention about it—that of the power developments im ‘the 
TVA, as I recall, the percentage of sales in power developed from 
falling water was about half of that from steam-generated powél. 
That is what I want to have. 

Mr. Wessenaver. I think the reference you have in mind relates 
to the proportion of power generated by steam and the proportidl 
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generated by hydro. That would be 30 percent, which is hydroelec- 
tric, and 70 percent would be steam. 

Senator ELuenper. I wanted to be sure of that. I made that 
statement some time ago, and I was taken to task for it, but I recall 
having had it put in the record about 2 years ago. 

Mr. Wessrenaver. Sometimes there is a difference in figures 
between the amount of capacity installed and the amount of energy 
produced. 

Senator Exrtenper. To what extent will this be changed if and 
when the other steam units are constructed and completed? 

Mr. Wessenaver. The major new installations.of capacity are 
stéam and, therefore, there would be:more kilowatt-hours produced 
by steam. 

Senator ELLenpER. As you complete the plants that are now being 
constructed, percentagewise there may be a change from 30 to ‘70 
percent to maybe twenty-odd percent of hydroelectric and eighty-odd 
of steam. 


PERCENTAGE OF POWER USED BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Senator Hrit. What percentage of your power this year went 
directly to the United States Government? 

Mr. Wausspnauer. About 56 percent of all energy produced by. the 
TVA system was supplied to the Federal Government installations 
in the area. 

Senator Hitt. That 56 percent went directly to installations owned 
and operated by the United States Government? 

Mr. WessenaveEr. The bulk of that went to the Atomic Energy 
Commission agencies at Oak Ridge and Paducah. 

Senator Hitt. You also have your Air Force installation at Tulla- 
homa and the Army’s Redstone ballistics missile installation, and such 
things like that. 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right. 


PERCENTAGE OF POWER USED BY DEFENSE INDUSTRIES 


Senator Hitt. You may not be able to give us this offhand, but 
you can supply it for the record; what percent of that remaining 44 
percent went to operations that would be, certainly in time of war 
and certainly in time of peace, to defense installations such as the 
production of aluminum, the production of chemicals, the production 
of rubber and such vital materials to the defense. 

Would you supply that for the record, please? 

Mr. WessENAUER; It is about half of that. 

Senator Hity. Half of the 44 percent? 

Mr. WessENAUER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hriy. So, there would be about 22 percent of this produc- 
tion going to vital 

Mr. Wessenaver. To defense significant industries such as chem- 
ical production, steel production, rubber, and so on. 

Senator Hrixi. Production of material vital to defense uses about 
22 percent of the remainder after the power requirements of the 
Federal Government have been met? 

Mr. Wessenaver. That is right. 
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aw Hii. Fifty-six percent goes directly to the Government 
itself? 


Mr. Wessenaver. That is right. 

Senator ELLenpER. Most of it was to be diverted to the Federal 
Government. 

I can well remember the time when the head Administrator here, 
Mr. Clapp, who was Chairman of the Board, agreed with some of us 
that our original intention of TVA was to firm the hydroelectric 
power with steam, and, later on, it turned out the proposed steam 
development was far beyond what was necessary to firm the hydro- 
electric capacity. So, it was because of the fact that the electricity 
that was generated from steam that would be useful to the Federal 
Government—that is what prompted many of us to support the pro- 

am. 

OT Chuieinan Haypren. We thank you for your appearance. 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


VOLUNTARY HOME MORTGAGE CREDIT PROGRAM 


STATEMENTS OF FRED B. MORRISON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO 
THE NATIONAL VOLUNTARY HOME MORTGAGE CREDIT COM. 
MITTEE, AND JOHN M. FRANTZ, AGENCY BUDGET OFFICER 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Hayprn. The next item is a supplemental estimate in 
the House Document No. 213 for the Voluntary Home Mortgage 


Credit Program, authorized under the new Housing Act, in the amount 
of $500,000 for the Office of the Administrator of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. 

We will place the supplemental estimate and the justifications in 
the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow:) 


The supplemental estimate for the fiscal year 1958 submitted for the con- 
sideration of the committee at this time would provide funds for continuing the 
activity of the Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program. The appropriation 
request is for $500,000. 

The program was authorized by title VI of the Housing Act of 1954, and under 
its original terms would have expired on June 30, 1957. A temporary extension 
through August 15, 1957, was enacted by joint resolution (Public Law 85-66), 
and interim administrative funds were made available by the continuing resolu- 
tion, House Joint Resolution 391. The Housing Act of 1957 (Public Law 85-104) 
extends title VI through July 31, 1959. 


VotuntarRy Homes MortGace Crepit ProGrRam 


Program highlights 


Actual, Actual, Estimate, 
1956 1957 1958 


35, 216 41, 606 oe 
53, 794 
, 12, 978 
Amount (millions) $127 
Administrati ve expenses: 


71.0 
$487, 287 
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INTRODUCTION 


Title VI of the Housing Act of 1954 provides for the Voluntary Home Mort- 
gage Credit Program. The purpose of this organization is to facilitate the flow 
of private funds for FHA-insured and VA-guaranteed home mortgage loans. into 
remote areas and small communities where there is an absence of local financing 
facilities. The program is also designed to operate in any area to facilitate the 
financing of housing available for occupancy by members of minority groups. 

The Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program was proposed to the Congress 
by private organizations active in the home financing and home construction 
fields. Under the act, the Government provides staff assistance, office space and 
related facilities. Private industry provides, on a voluntary basis, the member- 
ship of the national and region committees through which the program operates 
and formulates its policies, 

All loans made under the program are made by private lenders with their own 
investment funds, and all expenses incident to the usual processing, as distin- 
guished from the VHMCP referral process, are borne by the lender. 


ORGANIZATION 


The program is operated by a national committee, with the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator as Chairman, and 15 regional committees. The member- 
ship of these groups is representative of the principal segments of the housing and 
home financing industry, and committee members serve on a voluntary basis. 
Each regional committee acts as a clearinghouse, assisting applicants by placing 
insured and guaranteed loans with private financing institutions participating in 
the program. 

In addition to the industry membership on the national and regional commit- 
tees, the statute provides for a number of advisory, nonvoting members from the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the Federal Housing Administration, the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, and the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 


AREAS OF OPERATION 


The national committee has established that most VA direct loan areas, plus 
a number of additional cities and towns of less than 25,000 population in 1950, 
are eligible for assistance. The program does not assist in making mortgage 
credit available in areas experiencing only a temporary shortage of funds. Since 
mortgage credit appears to be inadequate from normal sources for members of 
minority groups throughout the country, there are no area restrictions for minori- 
ties. 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS 


The national committee supervises and sets policies for the operation of the 
entire program. It is required to study and review demand and supply of funds 
for residential mortgage loans in all parts of the country and to correlate the 
activities of the regional committees. The Chairman of the National Committee 
is required by April of each year to make a full report to Congress summarizing 
the operation of the program. 


REGIONAL COMMITTEE OPERATIONS 


The staff of each regional committee maintains a rotating referral procedure by 
which loan applications are referred to participating lending institutions. The 
staff also provides data for the statistical records of program operation. 

An individual or builder eligible for the program’s assistance who is seeking 
FHA-insured or VA-guaranteed mortgage financing for the purchase or con- 
struction of a home or group of homes may submit an application for assistance 
to a regional committee. The application must be accompanied by a certifica- 
tion that the applicant has been refused the type of loan requested by two local 
or reasonably accessible private lending institutions. The regional committee 
refers the application to lenders who are participating in the program. The re- 
ferral process is repeated until the loan has been committed for by a lender or 
until it becomes clear that the loan cannot be placed. All participating lenders 
apply their own lending standards. The regional executive secretaries are au- 
thorized to screen incoming applications and reject those cases which obviously 
do not meet the minimum requirements of participating private lenders. 
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RECORD OF OPERATIONS 


The VHMCP has now been operating for more than 2 years. During that 
time the internal operations and procedures of the program have been estab- 
lished on an efficient and realistic basis. Through May 1957, the program had 
received 84,407 applications for mortgage assistance, of which 2,046 were in pro- 
cess. On that same date 29,735 loans for an aggregate of $270,195,467 had been 
placed. The detail of this record, showing number and dollar volume by type of 
applicant assisted and average mortgage amounts as of May 1957, is shown in 
the following table: 

Type of applicant 





Loans placed 
tpo-onieiosise aegis 


Amount Average 


a SS ey 


Individual__............ aa al isl la a ta 26, 08 $232, 906, 471 $8, 928 
Lender _ _- ; 308, 421 11, 423 
Builder. 3, 6: 36, 980, 575 


29, 735 | . 270, 195, 467 | 9, 087 


There is evidence that the VHMCP is contributing to a significant change in 
the lending patterns of some of the Nation’s prime mortgage lenders. Private 
lenders processing VHMCP cases in areas never before serviced by them have 
found it worthwhile to originate other loans in their normal business fashion, 
A survey of 16 representative life insurance companies participating in the 
program showed that their commitments of $69 million through the VHMCP 
were matched by $68 million of GI and FHA loans in areas eligible for assistance 
under the VHMCP. Another example is that of a Minnesota mortgage banking 
company, which made $500,000 of insured and guaranteed loans outside VH MCP 
in areas approved by the lenders it represents because of VHMCP activity in 
these same areas. A group of New England mutual savings banks made loans 
in areas of Texas and Mississippi for the first time because of their participation 
in VHMCP. 

The beneficial effects of this development on the mortgage market are significant. 
Not only does it suggest that the achievements of VH MCP go beyond its statistical 
record of loan placements, but it also indicates that the program is having a 
strong influence in meeting one of the real problems of present day ortgage 
financing; i. e., how to bring mortgage funds and financing facilities into small 
communities and remote areas. 

The 26,087 loans placed for individual applicants through May 1957 represent 
a placement ratio of almost 42 percent of applications completely processed. 
This is considered to be a very high ratio of placement in view of the marginal 
quality of many of the applications received. 

The table below shows the number of applications, referrals and loans placed 
since the start of program operations: 
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| Applications 
Owner- Lenders Builders |, tenders.) pustaers | *potala’ Total! 
occupants us Leucine ait Ye 
Number of applications: 
RNG AIG cc ceaceccdbocnccnccasesocte 10, 548 34 92 10, 674 
1956—Ist half_..........-.- isbditediiiaitainan weaiaed 16, 086 9 92 16, 187 
Oe WON iis 05. Lesoiet <. tae 18 BEB hi nisi dn ccwessl 105 19, 029 
a nhs teases aneenibanaiciade SE Becsmntda acetal 53 19, 412 
sia nninccnwnenneaenied ea Ss NEE Exinecnscceens 31 19, 105 
Number of referrals: | 
PS, c. - i ennabmboncatapenen ial 17, 995 35 128 18, 158 
ee ee ee eee 25, 179 11 227 25, 417 
aii sntiieaen ti aisaiintani dieaetichdigdailt ldtage 37, 311 5 389 37, 705 
1957—I1st half_ indadcatdsecnededbudisdeetn SRE Excadutioedvete 240 31. 722 
5 months_-- suppénekdnensebainmmians WR PEE lnotvocsesdaaeel 106 20, 019 
Loan placements: | 
NE wipiikn sane Lapisiieeenceis 1, 588 | 5 | 222 1, 815 
I oo dc ani ceacdpeniamacsieh emigpoonrel emedseosh 5, 393 | 9 | 890 6, 292 
GEL cub deca cokncatanwadnadbiake | 7, 614 13 | 1, 159 8, 7! 
pT) ee ee ee ee ee © GEE beaqundccencwes 742 7,7 
og sors anc ane Snceedeasteanaen | 4 tions 608 5, 119 














1 Includes applications from owner-occupants screened out as obviously not meeting minimum require- 
ments. 









ASSISTANCE FOR MINORITY GROUPS 
















VHMCP records do not differentiate between minorities and nonminorities in 
the remote areas and small communities where the bulk of VH MCP activity is 
concentrated. It is known that the program has placed through May 1957, 
4,626 loans amounting to over $42 million for individual members of minority 

groups in metropolitan areas. In these areas only minority groups are eligible 
for Foe MCP assistance, Many minority loans are made in remote areas and 
small communities but in these areas statistics do not distinguish between minority 
and nonminority categories. Based on the record in major cities alone, we know 
that a minimum of 1 out of every 6 loans placed by VH MCP is placed on behalf of 
a member of a minority group. The placement ratio for individual members of 
minority groups is superior to the general experience of the program. As the 
program and its success in obtaining insured and guaranteed financing for members 


of minority groups become better known, this record is expected to become even 
more impressiv e. 





















BUDGET PROGRAM 






The operations of the Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program—whose 
function it is to provide applic: ants with the best available mortgage terms— 
necessarily reflects the condition of the general mortgage market. The ability 
to place the very marginal cases, which met with considerable success in the early 
months of the program, has diminished with the more stringent market situation; 
however, the program still represents the best available source of mortgage 
assistance for many people who have no other source of private mortgage funds. 
The contraction in the home-building field has also had its effect on the VHA MCP— 
the downward trend in home building and in the mortgage financing field has been 
a deterrent to those who might use the program’s facilities. There is, however, 
every reason to believe that the program will continue to place a satisfactory 
number of applications, and so long as it continues to do so, it will remain an 
effective and needed tool in the mortg: age field. 

Assuming some improvement in the condition of the general mortgage market 
during fiscal year 1958, it is estimated that approximately 11,400 loans will be 
placed during that year as compared with some 13,900 estimated for the fiscal 
year 1957. On the basis of the current average mortgage amount for loans 
laced, the volume of assistance should aggregate about $114 million during 

cal 1958. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 






The estimate of administrative expenses in 1958 for the Voluntary Home 
Mortgage Credit Program continues the level of expenses incurred in 1957, after 
adjustment for the cost of retirement contributions. The estimate including 
retirement cost is $500,000. 

Under title VI of the Housing Act of 1954, the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator is authorized and directed to provide the national and regional 
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committees with suitable office space and meeting places and to furnish such 
staff assistance as may be reasonably necessary to the conduct and success of 
the program. 

The National Committee staff is headed by an executive secretary and a total 
of five professional and clerical assistants. The staff of each of the 15 regional 
committees is under the direction of an executive secretary, and includes clerica] 
personnel and (in the larger offices) a deputy executive secretary or program 
assistant. 

The following table shows the location of the 15 regional committee offices and 
the current staff of each: 


Boston, Mass_--_-_-_- 

Wee bore, irae ¥ ..  ---..- 
Washington, D. C_- 

Charlotte, N. C 

Nashville, Tenn __- 

Atlanta, Ga 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Minneapolis, Minn 

Chicago, Il 

Kansas: City,:Kans.......-......- 
New Orleans, La 
ae cn ia 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Portland, Oreg 

San Francisco, Calif 


s | CO bm CO GO > Bm OT CO > OO OT > DO 


‘Oem, Femional ephamiteses oak fe oh eee 2. ees 


In addition to the operating staff provided from Federal funds, the program 
receives policy guidance, direction, and support from the 212 industry representa- 
tives serving on the national and regional committees. These individuals, nom- 
inated by their trade associations, serve without any compensation and are 
responsible for the operation of the program in their areas. The leadership pro- 
vided by these mortgage and housing industry representatives is the key to 
acceptance and participation by private industry. 

The table below summarizes actual and estimated administrative expense re- 
quirements for fiscal years 1956, 1957, and 1958: 


Comparison of administrative expenses 


Actual, 1956 


Average 
| employ- 
ment 


Amount 


Actual, 1957 


| 
Average | 
employ- | Amount 
ment 


Estimate, 1958 


Average 
employ- | Amount 
ment 


Personal services...........-..-. nde eukmiey 


| $393, 390 
Other objects of expense: 


| $393, 112 


Travel 

Transportation of things............-- 
Communications services. _.......-.-- 
Rents and utility services 

Printing and reproduction 


Other contractual services_........--- 


Supplies and materials 
Equipment._-_ 

Refunds, awards and indemnities 
Taxes and assessments 


Subtotal 
Add cost of retirement under Public Law 
854, grants, subsidies and contributions- 


Total, VAMCP 


1 Adjustment for comparability. 


24, 108 
822 








36, 044 | 


836 
23, 565 
4, 166 
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(Suggested Appropriation Language) 
“Houstinc AND Home Finance AGENCY, OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For an additional amount for “Salaries and expenses’, $500,000; and the 
limitation under this head in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1958, on 


the amount available for expenses of travel, is increased from ‘340,000’ to 
'377,000".”’ 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. You may proceed, Mr. Morrison, with your 
statement. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman, since my statement is only two 
and a half pages, I might just as well read it. 

Chairman Haypren. You may proceed. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
regular budget of the Housing and Home Finance Agency for fiscal 
year 1958, on which Congress recently acted, included no estimate 
for the voluntary home mortgage credit program, because of the fact 
that its original legislative authorization expired on June 30, 1957. 

The Housing Act of 1957 extended the peeve to July 31, 1959. 
Accordingly, there has been submitted for your consideration a 
supplemental appropriation request of $500,000, which would provide 
funds for the operation of this program during the current fiscal year. 

The voluntary home mortgage credit program was established in 
1954 under legislation sponsored by private industry. They be- 
lieved that private financing institutions could meet the mortgage 
needs of small communities and minority groups and thereby reduce 
the need for direct lending by the Federal Government. 


LOANS MADE BY PRIVATE LENDERS 


Under the enabling legislation, the Government provides staff 
assistance, office space, and related facilities. All loans made under 
the program are made by private lenders with their own investment 
funds, and all expenses incident to the usual processing of mortgage 
loans—as distinguished from the VHMCP referral process—are borne 
by the lender. 

Private industry also contributes by providing 212 representatives 
of each of the 5 principal types of mortgage-lending institutions, the 
real-estate brokers, the home builders and the retail lumber dealers, 
who serve without compensation and provide the leadership which has 
so successfully marshaled private funds for this long-neglected job. 

In 28 months of operation, through June 30 of this year, 29,000 
individuals, unable to obtain FHA or VA financing from local sources, 
have borrowed nearly $270 million from private lenders participating 
in the VHMCP. But the statistical success of the program is only 
part of the story. 

The most important accomplishment of the VHMCP is the change 
a in the normal mortgage lending activities of the Nation’s 

ancial institutions. 

Areas served by private lenders for the first time through VHMCP 
are often served thereafter as a part of the lender’s normal business. 
In this fashion, areas in the United States which have for years been 
starved for mortgage financing on liberal terms have found their 
needs served for the first time. 
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The VHMCP, like the private investment market it reflects, cannot 
be expected to provide much VA-guaranteed money, so long as the 
4\4-percent rate on these mortgages is retained. 

At that level, VA mortgages are not competitive with other forms of 
investment, and the $5.8 billion volume of VA-guaranteed loans made 
during 1956 can be expected to fade to a relatively insignificant» volume 
this year. The FHA rate of 5 percent is certainly more attractive, 
and a significant shift to this type of financing on the part of builders 
and individual purchasers has been underway for that reason. 

VHMCP can play an important part in this movement and can 
guarantee that small communities and minority groups will get a 
reasonable share of available funds. Without VHMCP, the natural 
tendency of private lenders will be to put their limited funds in the 
heavily populated areas where it is cheaper and easier to do business, 


CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT PAYMENTS 


The estimate of $500,000 would provide for continuation of the 
program at the same level of operations as in fiscal year 1957, except 
for the added cost of civil-service retirement payments. 

Chairman Hayprn. How much do they amount to? 

Mr. Frantz. They amount to $24,000 in fiscal 1958. 

Senator Ex.tenper. Your chief function is simply to help coms 
munities far removed from the center of business to obtain a portion 
of these loans? 

Mr. Morrison. Yes, sir; we function as a Government-sponsored 
mortgage broker. We take applications from individuals or builders, 
and we attempt to place those loans on their behalf with lenders. 

Senator Hin. We want to thank you gentlemen for your appear- 
ance. 

The committed will stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 
10:30. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m., Thursday, August 1, 1957, the com- 
mittee recessed, to reconvene at 10:30 a. m., Friday, August 2, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 2, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., in room F-37, 
the Capital; Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman of the committee), presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender,. Magnuson, Salton- 


stall, and Smith. 
INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
CoMMISSION FOR A NATIONAL CULTURAL CENTER 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGKESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


JUSTIFICATIONS AND CONFERENCE REPORT 


Chairman Hayprn. The committee will be in order. 

This hearing this :norning relates to a Commission for a National 
Cultural Center, formerly the District of Columbia Auditorium 
Commission. 

Senator Beall and Representative Frank Thompson of New Jersey, 
members of the District of Columbia Auditorium Commission, are 
here to explain the request of the Commission. 

I will include in the record the justifications and the conference 
report on H. R. 4813 which has been approved by the Senate and is 
now pending in the House. 

As I'understand the request of the Commission, which is included 
in House Document 213, it is to continue available the unobligated 
balance of the $150,000 appropriation made in..the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act of 1957. 

a justifications and conference report H. R. 4813 referred to 
ollow: ) 


[Excerpt from H. Doc. No. 213] 
CoMMISSION FOR A NATIONAL CULTURAL CENTER 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The unobligated balance of the appropriation for ‘Salaries and expenses, 
District. of Columbia Auditorium Commission,’’ granted in the Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1957, shall remain available during the fiscal 
year 1958, for necessary expenses of the Commission for a National Cultural 
Center, as authorized by the Act of July 1, 1955 (Public Law 128), as 
amended. 


H. R. 4813, which bas been reported out of conference committee, extends 
the life of the Commission for a National Cultural Center (formerly the District 
of Columbia Auditorium Commission). The Commission will be concerned with 
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design, financing, and construction of a national cultural center and will continue 
in existence until construction of the center is completed. The Commission's 
operation in 1958 can be provided for by making available the 1957 unobligated 


balance. 
[H. Rept. 458, 85th Cong., 1st Sess.] 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4813) to extend the life of the 
District of Columbia Auditorium Commission, and for other purposes, havin 
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommngall 
to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
to the text of the bill and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: That the Act entitled ‘‘An Act creating a Federal commission to 
formulate plans for the construction in the District of Columbia of a civic auditorium, 
including an Inaugural Hall of Presidents and a musie, fine arts, and mass communi- 
cations center’, approved July 1, 1955, as amended, is amended— 

(1) by striking out in subsection (a) of the first section of such Act ‘‘ District 
of Columbia Auditorium Commission” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“Commission for a National Cultural Center’’ ; 

(2) by striking out in subsection (a) of the first section of such Act ‘“‘national 
civic auditorium” and inserting in lieu thereof: national cultural center’; 

(3) by adding at the end of the first section of such Act the following new 
subsections: 

“(f) The Commission shall continue in existence until the construction of the 
national cultural center referred to in subsection (a) of this section has been completed 

““(g) The Commission is authorized to sell (1) copies of the report and recommenda- 
tions which it made to the President and to the Congress pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection (c) (4) of this section, and (2) any other publications which it might pre- 
pare in carrying out its duties under this Act. Any receipts from the sale of any 
copies of such report, recommendations, and other publications by the Commission 
shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States and credited to the current 
appropriation available for salaries and expenses of the Commission.” 

Szc. 2. Such Act is further amended by redesignating section 3 as section 4, and 
by inserting after section 2 a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 3. The Administrator of General Services shall (1) acquire by purchase, 
condemnation, gift, or otherwise, the land and any improvements thereon situated in 
that area of the District of Columbia commonly referred to as ‘Foggy Bottom—South’, 
and more particularly described in the report submitted by the Commission to the 
President and to the Congress on January 31, 1957, and (2) make such area available 
to the Commission as a site for the construction of the national cultural center as pro- 
vided in subsection (a) of the first section of this Act. Any right, title, or interest 
in and to any land or improvements thereon situated in such area which is held by any 
agency of the Government, other than the General Services Administration, shall be 
transferred without reimbursement or other monetary consideration by such agency to 
the Administrator of General Services for use in accordance with clause (2) of the pre- 
ceding sentence.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the’ Senate 
to the title of the bill, and agree to the same. 

Jim Morrison, 

ABRAHAM J. MuLTER, 

Katuryn E, GRANAHAN, 

CarrRout D. KEARNS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

Wayne Morse, 

JoserH S. CLARK, 

Cuirrorp P. Cass, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE Houss 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the ont laa 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4813 
to extend the life of the District of Columbia Auditorium Commission, and for 
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other purposes, submit the following statement in explanation of the effect of 
the action agreed upon by the conferees and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report: 

The Senate amendment struck out all of the House bill after the enacting clause 
and inserted a substitute. The differences between the House bill and the con- 
ference substitute are noted in the following statement except for one minor 
clerical amendment. 









NAME CHANGE 






Paragraph (2) of the Senate amendment changed the name of the “national 
civic auditorium” in the act of July 1, 1955, to the “‘national cultural center.’’ 
The House bill contained no such provision. 

The conference agreement incorporates the Senate amendment without change. 

Paragraph (3) of the House bill extended the life of the Commission for a Na- 
tional Cultural Center until the completion of the construction of the civic 
auditorium. 

The Senate amendment is identical with the exception that the ‘‘civie audi- 
torium’”’ referred to in the House bill was designated in the Senate bill as the 
“national cultural center.” 

The conference agreement incorporates the Senate amendment without change. 
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SITE ACQUISITION 


~ 


The House bill amended the act of July 1, 1955, to provide that the Commission 
should select and recommend a suitable site for the national civic auditorium. 

The Senate amendment provided that the Commission should select and ac- 
quire, by means of purchase, condemnation, gift, transfer, or otherwise, a suitable 
site in the District of Columbia for the national cultural center. 

The conference agreement amends the act of July 1, 1955, by redesignating 
section 3 of such act as section 4, and by inserting after section 2 of such act a 
new section 3 which provides that the Administrator of General Services shall 
acquire by purchase, condemnation, gift, or otherwise the land and any improve- 
ments thereon in the District of Columbia commonly referred to as ‘Foggy 
Bottom—South,” more particularly described in the report submitted by the 
Commission to Congress on January 31, 1957. The Administrator of General 
Services is required to make the area available to the Commission as the site for 
the construction of the national cultural center, and requires any agency of the 
Government holding any right, title, or interest in the property, other than the 
General Services Administration, to transfer it without reimbursement or other 
monetary consideration to the Administrator of General Services to be used for 
the purpose of making it available to the Commission for the site of the national 
cultural center. 
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SALE OF REPORTS 



















The Senate amendment amended the first section of the act of July 1, 1955, 
by adding a new subsection (g) which authorized the Commission to sell copies 
of the report and recommendations made by it to the President and Congress in 
accordance with subsection (¢) (4) of the first section of such act of July 1, 1955, 
and any other publications which it might prepare in carrying out its duties 
under that act. Such amendment further provided that the receipts from the 
sale of such reports, recommendations, and other publications were to be deposited 
by the Commission in the Treasury of the United States, and credited to the 
eurrent appropriation available for the salaries and expenses of the Commission. 
The House bill contained no such provision. 

The conference agreement incorporates the Senate amendment without change. 


PSaecaTrws-" ss 


o 


TITLE 





The Senate amendment amended the title of the House bill to make it conform 
more accurately to the Senate amendment. 
The conference agreement incorporates the Senate amendment to the title 
without change. 
Jim Morrison, 
ABRAHAM J. MULTER, 
KatHryYN E, GRANABAN, 
Carrot, D. KEARNs, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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REAPPROPRIATION OF UNOBLIGATED BALANCE 


Chairman Haypen. You may proceed. 

Representative THompson. The House has not adopted the confer- 
ence report. I am assured by Mr. Morrison of Louisiana who is 
handling it that it will be brought to the floor at the earliest opportu- 
nity now. Approximately $12,000 of the $150,000 is unexpended. 

NOTE,.-—The Committee has been advised by Representative Thompson that 
approximately $50,000 of the 1957 appropriation is unobligated. 

Chairman Haypen. Is that all that remains available? 
Representative THompson. Yes, sir, and that is all we are aski 
for. We have a very modest operation now consisting of an office, 
for which we pay $20 a month rent, a telephone, and 1 employee at 
$6,000 a year. The great bulk of our work has been done, The impor- 
tant thing is not really the money, although, of course, we need it; 
it is the agreement by the House with the conference report so that 
the Commission can continue its existence until the cultural center is 
constructed. Therefore, I respectfully request that this being a modest 
sum and the Commission having done a really superlative job on 
its research in its report to the President and the Congress that it 

be continued. 

I am here with Mr. George Williams, a member of the Commission, 
and Senator Beall is a member of the Commission. The Commission 
is unanimous in its agreement that the money is needed and should 
be appropriated. 


POSSIBLE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION 


Chairman Haypen. Will the Commission need additional appro- 
priations in the future? 

Representative Thompson. It is possible that in the next fiscal 
year we might, but we are unable to anticipate that at this time, 
Senator. 

Senator ELLENDER. I thought you said your work had been com- 
pleted. 

Representative THompson. The report has been completed. The 
site has been selected. The facility is to be constructed with moneys 
raised privately, but under the provisions of H. R. 4813 and the con- 
ference report the Commission is to stay in existence until the cul- 
tural center is completed and then go out of existence. So, presum- 
ably, if that were to take 3 or 4 years, we would need a modest sum 
to continue that long. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why would the Commission be necessary? 
Would the work not be turned over to the architects, and so on? 
When these commissions are established, they never seem to die. It 
strikes me that since your work is completed, as you have just ind- 
cated, you ought to wind this up. I think this committee ought to 
go on record that this is all you are going to get. In other words, 
complete your work with that $12,000. 

Representative Tuompson. I could not take any exception to that, 
sir, except to say that the plans that were drawn and submitted to 
each Member of the C ongress show several alternativ es for the type 
of building and even for the site. ~The Commission’s work, when I said 
it is completed, accomplished only the planning stage. The final 
decisions have not yet been met, and there is the construction of the 
facility, and there is the thirty-some-million dollars which must be 
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raised from private sources which will have to be done by the Com- 
mission. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you not get your new operating ex- 
penses out of the funds you are going to collect and get Congress out 
of it altogether? 

Representative Tuomrson. That is certainly an original idea, 
Senator Ellender, but I thought you meant the Commission itself. 

Senator ELLenpsER. I am talking about funds. I do not care how 
long you maintain yourselves so long as you do not get your money 
from the Congress. 

Representative THompson. I am completely convinced that if this 
National Cultural Center is ever to see the light of day the Federal 
Commission must be continued to see to it that the plans are realized 
and don’t gather dust on a shelf somewhere, as has been the case in 
the past. The Stadium Commission, which is getting somewhere at 
last, demonstrates the wisdom of this course. 

Senator ELtunper. All right; the report will so show, 


Chairman Haypen. Did you have a statement you wanted to make, 
Senator Beall? 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


SUPPORT FOR REQUESTED ACTION 


Senator Beaty. I have nothing to add except that I do want to 
explain to Senator Ellender that this money is just to carry the over- 
head for the time being. We have no intention, at least I have not, 
of coming back here and asking for any more money. We do not 
think we need any more money. The building can be financed by 
private capital, and the money will be taken from a bond issue or 
however they decide to cover it. Just because we have this surplus 
and the bill has not passed the House, we are asking permission to 
continue to keep this one employee and maintain this office until the 
job is done and the contract let, which will take, as you know, 3 to 6 
months. 


LOCATION OF BUILDING 


Senator Macnuson. What is the location? 

Senator Beauu. It is in Foggy Bottom. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where did you get the funds to acquire this 
property? 

Senator Beaty. We designated that as the location and we expect 
to get the funds from private subscriptions. Everything is to be 
financed except this $150,000, and then we employed 8 or 9 nationally 
known architects, and they did a very unusual thing. They all 
combined to do this work. They allocated certain parts of the work to 
different architects over the country, and they brought out this 
brochure that Members of Congress were given an opportunity to see. 
The Senate passed the bill authorizing and approving what they have 
done. It has gone over to the House, and it is staggered over there 
just temporarily, we hope, and the fact that we have approximately 
$50,000, we just want the authority to use it. 

Senator Maanuson. Does this include the stadium, too? 
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Senator Brau. No; this is just the auditorium. The stadium js 
another project. 

Senator Macnuson. Have I not read something about a stadium 
being down there, too? 

Senator Breautu. Not the stadium; that is contemplated at the 
armory. 

Senator Ettenper. That has not been handled by this Commis. 
sion; has it? 

Senator Breau. No, sir; that has nothing to do with the Com. 
mission. 

Senator ELLenprerR. Then we can say the entire cost to the Govern- 
ment is $150,000; is that correct? 

Senator Beaty. That is correct. In the foreseeable future, that js 
all we contemplate doing. We have one fixed employee, a telephone 
and an office to pay for. 

Representative THompson. With respect to the Government's 
part, Senator Ellender, I think the record should show that the 
Government does own the land in Foggy Bottom, which the legislation 
calls for, to be turned over for this purpose. 

Senator ELLENpER. Do you mean all of it? 

Senator Beauty. No; it is marked in there. It is over in the House, 
We can have the record reflect that. 

Representative THompson. May we have Mr. George Williams’ 
appearance noted in the record? 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR MorsE 


Chairman Haypen. Certainly. We are happy to have you with 
us, Mr. Williams. 

At this point in the record we will insert a statement. received from 
Senator Morse on the National Cultural Center. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, I should like to add my voice to those you have already heard 
in support of the proposal before you to permit the Commission for a National 
Cultural Center to use the unexpended funds remaining in their fiscal year 1957 
appropriation during this fiscal year. 

The Commission has, as you know, but small fixed expenses. There is only 
one paid employee. The small cost of salary, the telephone and communications 
costs, the office space are but minor in comparison to the magnitude of the work 
that this Commission has been established to do. As everyone who knows her 
would testify, the energy and drive of Mrs. Agnes Meyer, her ability to persuade, 
and her wide acquaintance in many fields are tremendous assets to the Commission 
in its primary mission of raising the $36 million of private money that will be used 
to construct the center. We in the Coneress, ought not hamper either her or 
the Commission in their activities by refusing the small amount of administrative 
assistance that has been requested to continue the operations that have begun 80 
splendidly. 

Mr. Chairman, the Senate has given its blessing to the task that Mrs. Meyer 
and her colleagues have undertaken. There is now pending before the House of 
Representatives a conference report that the Senate has accepted. Once 
House acts the measure will go to the White House for signature and the Com- 
mission will be able to move into hich gear. The facility is a needed one, the cost 
to the Government is, in comparison to the private funds to be spent, 
moderate and above all the money that is being asked of you is money that was 
previously appropriated but left unspent in the last fiscal year. By making it 
available for use this year, your subcommittee will be makinz a splendid contribu 
tion to a goal desired by all of us, the establishment in the Capital of our country 
of a truly representative cultural center. 
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Unitep States Coast Guarp 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMAN- 
DANT, UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. Next we have Admiral Richmond, of the Coast 


Guard, who will cover the replacement program for overaged aircraft 
in the United States Coast Guard. 


Admiral Ricumonp. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, 
that I made before the House Appropriations Committee. I can 
either read it or place it in the record. Essentially it is as you have 
indicated. 

Chairman Haypen. You can place it in the record and then high- 
ight it. 

The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, this acquisition, construction and improvements appropriation 
supplemental for 1958 in the amount of $8,100,000 provides funds for continuing 
the program of aircraft replacment with which this committee during recent years 
has been so closely concerned. 


BACKGROUND 


House Report No. 1743, 84th Congress, 2d session, accompanying the bill 
making appropriations for the Treasury Department (including the Coast Guard) 
for fiscal year 1957; directed the Secretary and the Commandant to cause a com- 
plete reevaluation of all Coast Guard aviation activities and to present to the 
committee their conclusions as to the kinds of activities requiring aircraft, the 
types and numbers of aircraft required, and a program for financing the procure- 
ment and eventual replacement of such aircraft as would prove desirable. 

Consequently, I convened a special board of officers to undertake a complete 
and comprehensive reevaluation of Coast Guard aviation. This board met 
regularly over an 8-month period. The report of the board formed the basis of a 
joint report by the Secretary and the Commandant which was submitted to the 

ouse Committee on February 26, 1957. 

In the meanwhile, during the review of our 1958 budget request and prior to 
its receipt of the joint report, the House committee specifically deleted from the 
acquisition, construction and improvements estimates funds for the replacement 
of certain long-range aircraft pending the receipt of the report. The House 
committee stated that “it would be in order for the Coast Guard to resubmit its 
estimate, through proper channels, and with adequate supporting detail.”’ 


REPLACEMENT PROGRAM FOR 1958 


The report of the study group made it evident that the most critical problem 
With which we are now faced is the replacement of overage and obsolescent air- 
aft; and the joint report concentrates on this problem during the first 2 years 

the proposed program. For 1958, we are requesting supplemental funds only 
toreplace aircraft that are overage and will soon have to be placed out of service. 
Unless timely replacements for these aircraft are obtained, a serious cutback in 
our operations must be made. 

On this basis it is proposed in 1958 to procure 14 aircraft to replace others that 
ate now or will be overage and 2 more to replace helicopters recently lost in opera- 
tional crashes. Ten of these aircraft will be purchased from commercial manu- 
facturers and six will be obtained at no charge from the Air Force. The aircraft 
0 be purchased include 3 C—130 turboprop long-range aircraft to replace World 
War II Flying Fortresses, or PB- 1G’s, and 7 are helicopters. The 6 aircraft to 
be obtained from the Air Force are medium-range amphibious types and will 
teplace 2 more PB—1G’s and 4 old PBM seaplanes. These aircraft are now in 
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storage and will cost about $250,000 apiece to activate and modernize. In this 
first year of the replacement program, some reduction in the number of aircraft 
types in operation will be realized, ‘thus effecting better overall management, 


PROPOSED FUNDING 


The total cost of the replacement program. for 1958 will be $12,798,000. Of 
this total requirement, $518,000 is included in the 1958 Treasury and Post Office 
Appropriation Act, Public Law 85-37, for the procurement of helicopters. Also, 
renegotiation of prior-year aircraft eontracts has resulted in savings of $900,000, 
There is available an additional $3,280,000 originally appropriated for P5M air. 
eraft for which orders were canceled because of excessive price increases. Thus, 
there is presently available for the 1958 program a total of $4,698,000. This 
request is for the remaining $8,100,000 needed. 


REPLACEMENT OF OBSOLETE AIRCRAFT 


Admiral Ricumonp. This is a request for $8,100,000 which was 
originally included in our 1958 request, and it is for the replacement 
of obsolete, overage aircraft. 

I feel that the original item was cut. out by the House largely because 
of a report which had been requested from the Secretary of the 
Treasury and myself on aviation matters in the Coast Guard. This 
report was not available at the time we appeared before the House 
Appropriations Committee. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Are you going to get these airplanes direct from 
the factory? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Direct from the factory under existing Air 
Force contracts. 

Senator ELueNpER. Are any planes owned by the Air Force which 
might be usable? 

Admiral Ricumonp. There ‘are some Grumman Albatrosses, the 
reconditioning of which is a part of this program. We are getting 
the other planes under Air Force contract. 

Senator Ettenper. Are they new planes? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. This will go primarily for three 
long-range aircraft. 

Senator ELtenper. That is to replace three that you have now? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. Are they not running about $3 million apiece? 

Admiral Ricumonp. We plan to purchase the Hercules C—130 cargo 
plane which is being built by Lockheed for the Air Force. 

Senator Magnuson. They are running pretty high. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is plane and spare parts. 

Senator Magnuson. Put in the record what you contemplate using 
them for. 

LONG-RANGE SEARCH AND RESCUE WORK 


Admiral Ricumonp. For our long-range search and rescue intercept 
work over the ocean and also for logistics supply of our loran system. 

Senator Magnuson. And some transportation? 

Admiral Ricumonp. And some transportation of personnel. They 
a primarily cargo planes: They are not designed as passenge 
planes. 

Senator Magnuson. You could put in bucket seats. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes; we could put in bucket seats. 
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Chairman Haypen. The six airplanes that you obtained from the 
Air Force amount to really transfer of title, but actually does the 
money have to be appropriated for that? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Not to pay the Air Force as such for the 

irplanes. It is not a purchase. Any plane which has been in moth- 
balling has to be overhauled. We are getting a Grumman Albatross 
and it requires some modification. In other words, there have been 
improvements since the plane was built, and there will be money 
involved in that. 

We estimate that that job is about an $80,000 job. It is the 
lengthening of the wing and so on. 

In addition to that, there is money to overhaul the plane as well as 
requiring spare parts to go with it. 


LOCATION OF PLANES 


Senator Magnuson. Where do you station these planes? 

Admiral RicumMonp. We. have nine air stations. Some of those are 
combined with the Navy, like at Floyd Bennett Field in New York. 
We are on a Naval Reserve field, but we have our own hangar. 

Senator ELtLteNpER. How do the three planes you are going to 
acquire differ from those that are being taken out of mothballs? 

dmiral Ricumonp. Different type of plane. The plane we are 
getting from the Air Force is an amphibian, intermediate plane. 

Senator E:tenper. You say there are no planes in mothballs now 
that could be used? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The three planes I was speaking about were 
for long-range work. ‘The amphibians are used in intermediate work. 

Senator E:tenper. Are planes of this same type being made at the 
present time for the Air Force? 

Admiral RicumMonp. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does the Air Force have any? 

Admiral RicumMonp. No, sir; they have only been taking delivery 
on these planes a little over a year. 

Senator Maanuson. They will have plenty in the Air Force, but 
they do not want to give them up. 

Admiral RicumMonp. As a matter of fact, we even tried to get 
DC-4’s from the Air Force, and they have no DC-4’s. 

Senator Maanuson. They have them but they are not available. 

Admiral Ricumonp. They have none in mothballs. 

Senator ELtenprr. MATS has a lot of them. 

Admiral RicumMonp. They do but they are all in use. 

_I might say to the committee that we have exhausted that pos- 
sibility not once but several times with the Air Force. 

Senator Macnuson. MATS is getting bigger and bigger, and they 
will have plenty of planes but they want more and more. . The 
Coast Guard has to rely upon its own:equipment to do the job it'is 
supposed to do, and if they have these, it belongs to them, and if they 
have control over them, they can do a better job. : 


EXCERPT FROM HOUSE DOCUMENT 198 


Chairman Haypren. The paragraph in House Document 198 
referring to this item will be placed,in the record at this point. 
(The paragraph referred to follows:). 
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Coast GUARD 


ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVEMENTS 





“For an additional amount for ‘Acquisition, construction, and im- 
provements,’ $8,100,000, to remain available until expended.” 


The 1958 budget included funds for the initial increment of a replacement 
program for overage aircraft. The House Committee on Appropriations, in its 
report of February 15, 1957, deleted this item with the statement that resub- 
mission would be in order after receipt and consideration of a study of Coast 
Guard aircraft which was requested in House Report No. 1743, 84th Congress, 
The report was transmitted to the Committee on February 26, 1957, and has been 
under consideration. Reconsideration of this request for funds, heretofore urged 
by the Treasury before the Senate subcommittee, is now in order, and is necessary 
so that funds may be provided to go forward with a sound replacement program 
as contemplated by the original budget. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypen. We will also place in the record the justifica- 
tions submitted by the Coast Guard for this item. 
(The material referred to follows:) 











Coast GUARD 


ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS 





For an additional amount for “Acquisition, Construction and Improvements”, 
$8,100,000 to remain available until expended. 


Schedule of supplemental appropriations and revised estimates 





. Present appropriation or estimate___..1......-.---+--------- $7, 795, 000 
. AdGiional amounts available... ewe hn dansk 4, 180, 000 









Total amount avelliiie 6356 ee ose 4 eee 11, 975, 000 






Total estimated obligations_.......2.-.-..---.----.2---- sie 20, 075, 000 
ns Goces CRS VEEROIE. . ... .  - c  eeaeaanweverdtsiivendice 11, 975, 000 
















Estimated supplemental required_............-------- 8, 100, 000 
. Date needed: 

For obligation, July 1, 1957. 

For expenditure, July 1, 1958. 
8. Estimated expenditures from supplemental: 


Se Se S we 


In budget Revised 
In ctirrent fiscal: 9éGr ized: cscs cua on dh caseeweisa: |. Jenieeee 
Sif WOKS BOON YOR 5.5, £6 Be bd oe ween henna cers 7'a-antneee 
After nent HEChl YORE 1 oS. oo ce nk Mien adeoenes $8, 100, 000 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 






1. Purpose and need 


The aircraft to be procured in 1958. constitute the first step of a long-range 
program to provide the Coast Guard with the equipment necessary to carry out 
its statutory responsibilities. 


2. Method of determining amount 

The unit costs of aircraft are based upon Air Force and Navy contract ex- 
perience. 
8. Reason additional funds are required 


Funds for the procurement of major aircraft types were deleted by the 
House from the ‘1958 Acquisition, Construction and Improvements” appro- 
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priation estimate pending the receipt of a report on the Coast Guard aircraft 


situation. In its report on this bill, the House committee stated: ‘After the report 


has been received and considered, it would be in order for the t 
Guard to resubmit its estimate, through proper channels, and with adequate 
supporting detail.’”’ A comprehensive study of Coast Guard operational require- 
ments has been completed and the report was forwarded to the House on February 
26, 1957. 


4. Explanation of language 
No substantive change in appropriation language is required. 


5. Justification 

Consistent with the report to the Congress on our long-range aircraft program, 
$8,100,000 additional is required to implement the first phase of this program, 
which calls for the replacement of certain overage aircraft. The total to be ap- 
plied for this first phase will be $12,798,000, of which $4,698,000 is already avail- 
able, or in the present bill pending before Congress. ‘The proposed 1958 program 
is as follows: 


A. Aircraft Replacement Program for 1958: 
1. Procure 3 C130 alroraft.222 J0L3 Wades scab al. $9, 000, 000 
These turboprop long-range land planes will replace 3 
PB-1G aircraft which are overage and have reached a 
condition where they are uneconomical to maintain and 
overhaul. These obsolete aircraft are no longer in use 
by other military services and orders for overhauls must 
be placed with commercial concerns at prohibitive cost 
due to need for retooling and custom parts manufacture. 
2. Condition 6 UF aircraft received from Air Foree_------ 1, 500, 000 
While these medium-range amphibious craft will be 
received from the Air Force at no cost, they require 
certain modernization, modification, and spare parts 
to adapt them to Coast Guard needs. They will replace 
2 PB-1G and 4 PBM overage aircraft. In addition, 
the procurement of these replacement Uk’s will help 
reduce the types of aircraft operated, reduce parts 
problems, and result in more effective management. 
3. Procure 7 rotary-wing aircraft_____......_.-_.------- 2, 285, 000 
5 HUS and 2 HUL helicopters are required to replace 
5 HO3S helicopters and 2 OY aircraft which are or will 
be overage in 1958. 
4. Administrative expense __..__.__.....-....------u... 13, 000 
Administrative travel, supplies, and personnel are 
required to carry out the program. 


Total requirementesoc: sous Sos tis ioe Lacan 12, 798, 000 
B. Funds available for application to aircraft procurement_______- 4, 698, 000 
Renegotation of prior-year aircraft procurement 
contracts has resulted in savings of $900,000 and 
orders for P5M aircraft totaling $3,280,000 for which 
funds were appropriated in 1957 have been cancelled 
because of excessive price increases. These funds have 
been placed in a reserve for contingencies to be applied 
toward the long-range aircraft replacement program. 
These amounts, plus $518,000 which is presently in 
the 1958 estimates, constitute the $4,698,000 which will 
be available for application to the total requirement. 
C. Additional funds requested_.__........---------2---.------ 8, 100, 000 


Chairman Haypren. Thank you, Admiral Richmond. 
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


ALASKA INTERNATIONAL Rat AND Highway CoMMISSION 


4 


: 


STATEMENT OF CARL L. JUNGE, TEMPORARY SECRETARY... 


AUTHORIZING ACT AND JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypren. House Document 213 includes an estimate of 
$75,000 for the Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission, 

This Commission was created by Public Law 884 of the 84th 
Congress. Copy of the authorizing act and the justifications will be 
included in the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


[Pustic Law 884—84TH CoNGREss] 
[CHapTER 840—2p Srsston] 


{8. 985] 
An Act To establish an Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established an Alaska 
International Rail and Highway Commission (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Commission’’) which shall be composed of twelve members, to be appointed by 
the President, as follows: 

(1) five of the members of the Commission shall be Members of the Con- 
gress of the United States, not more than three of whom shall be members 
of the same political party; 

(2) four of the members shall be selected from the executive branch of 
the Government, of whom, if practicable, one shall be from the Department 
of the Army, to be designated by the Secretary of the Army, one from the 
Department of the Interior, one from the Department of State, and one from 
the Department of Commerce; and 

(3) three of the members shall be selected from the general public, one of 
whom shall be a resident of Alaska and one of whom shall be a resident of 
the Pacific Northwest region of the United States. 

(b) The Commission shall select a chairman and a vice chairman from among 
its members. 

(c) A quorum of the Commission shall consist of seven members. Any vacancy 
in the Commission shall not affect its powers and shall be filled in the same manner 
in which the original appointment was made. 

(d) The appointment of an officer of the Army on the active list as a membef 
of the Commission is authorized as an exception to section 1222, Revised Statutes 
(10 U.S. C. 576), and does not vacate his appointment as a commissioned officer 
of the Army. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the Commission— 

(a) to make a thorough and complete study of the economic and military 
advantages of additional highway and rail transportation facilities connecting 
continental United States with central Alaska; 

(b) to make a thorough and complete study of the most feasible and 
direct routes of rail and highway transportation between the United States 
and Alaska, in relation to the economic benefits to be derived therefrom by 
the United States, Canada, and Alaska; and 

(c) to make a thorough and complete study of the most feasible feeder 
rail and highway routes connecting coastal ports and cities with the rail and 
highway facilities between the United States and Alaska, determined most 
feasible and beneficial by the Commission. 

In making such studies, the Commission shall give particular attention to the 
feasibility of rail and highway facilities between the Pacific Northwest region an 
Alaska. In determining the most feasible and beneficial routes for rail and 
highway facilities, the Commission shall take into consideration the proximity to 
such routes of suitable sites for airfields. 

Sec. 3. The Commission is authorized to cooperate with the officials of the 
Dominion of Canada and of the Province of British Columbia and with any 
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commission or similar body appointed for such purpose by the Dominion of 
Canada or the Province of British Columbia. The Secretary of State shall, at 
the request of the Commission, arrange for meetings with such officials and with 
such commissions or similar bodies of the Dominion of Canada or of the Province 
of British Columbia. 

Suc. 4. (a) The Commission may, in carrying out its duties under this Act, 
hold such hearings, take such testimony, sit and act at such places and times, and 
incur such expenditures as the Commission deems necessary. Any member of 
the Commission 7 administer oaths or affirmations to witnesses appearing before 
the Commission. he Commission may, without regard to the civil-service laws 
and the Classification Act of 1949, employ and fix the compensation of such 

rts, consultants, and other employees, as. it deems necessary to assist it in 
carrying out its duties under this Act. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to utilize the facilities, information, and 

rsonnel of the departments, agencies, and establishments of the executive 

neh of the Government which it deems necessary to carry out its duties under 
this Act; and each such department, agency, and instrumentality is authorized to 
furnish such facilities, information, and personnel to the Commission upon request 
‘made by the chairman or vice chairman. The Commission shall reimburse’ each 
such department, agency, and instrumentality for the services of any personnel 
utilized. The furnishing of information by any such department, ageney, or 
instrumentality shall be subject to such restrictions as the head of the department, 
agency, or intrumentality deems necessary for the security of the United States. 

(c) Tn performing its duties under this Act the Commission shall utilize all 
information available by reason of any surveys and plans made under authority 
of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act providing for a location survey for a railroad connect- 
ing the existing railroad system serving the United States and Canada and termi- 
nating at Prince George, British Columbia, Canada, with the railroad system 
serving Alaska and terminating at Fairbanks, Alaska’’, approved Ociober 26, 
1949. 

Sec. 5. The Commission may delegate to any member of the Commission or to 
any committee composed of members of the py em any of the duties and 
powers conferred upon it by this Act, other than the duty of submitting reports 
and recommendations to the Congress pursuant to section 7. 

Sec. 6. Members of the Commission shall serve without compensation but shall 
be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their duties. 

Sec. 7. The Commission shall report the results of its studies and submit its 
recommendations to the Congress from time to time, and shall make a final report 
and submit its final recommendations to the Congress not later than two years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. The final report shall include estimates 
of the cost of construction of rail and highway facilities along the routes deter- 
mined most feasible and beneficial by the Commission, together with estimates of 
the economic benefits to the United States, Canada, and Alaska. The Commis- 
sion shall cease to exist, and all authority conferred by this Act shall terminate, 
thirty days after the date of submission of the final report. 

Suc. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums, not in excess 
of $75,000, as may be necessary to enable the Commission to perform its duties 
under this Act. Until such time as funds may be appropriated pursuant to this 
authorization, the President is authorized to make available to the Commission, 
from any emergency fund available to him, such sums as may be necessary. 

Approved August 1, 1956. 


Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission 
Request (for 12 months from Aug. 1, 1957)__.....____.-___-__-.---_ $75, 000 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Public Law 884, 84th Congress, approved August 1, 1956, establishes an Alaskan 
International Rail and Highway Cansuiakees and authorizes the appropriation 
of funds to enable the Commission to carry out its duties. The Commission has 
how been appointed and it is estimated that $75,000 will be required to cover 
the expenses which will be involved in the study of the economic and military 
advantages and the feasibility of additional rail and highway routes between the 
tontinental. United States and Alaska. 
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Program and financing 


Presently Revised Difference 
available estimate 


-—_, 


Program by activities: Study of rail and highway routes 
between the United States, Canada, and Alaska (total 
obligations) $75, 000 +875, 00 


Financing: Appropriation 75, 000 +75, 000 


Obligations by objects 


Presently Revised Difference 
available estimate 


Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual 
Supplies and materials 


Total obligations 


JUSTIFICATION 


Public Law 884, 84th Congress, approved August 1, 1956, establishes an Alaskan 
International Rail and Highway Commission, and authorizes the appropriation 
of funds to enable the Commission to carry out its duties. The Commission, 
consisting of 13 members, has been appointed by the President to study the eco- 
nomie and military advantages and the feasibility of additional rail and highway 
routes between the continental United States and Alaska, as well as the feasibility 
of feeder rail and highway routes connecting with coastal ports and cities. The 
authorizing legislation provides that the Commission shall make a final report 
and submit its final recommendations to the Congress not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of the act, which will be August 1, 1958. 

It is estimated that an appropriation of $75,000 will be required during the 
fiscal year 1958 to finance the activities of the Commission in the discharge of its 
duties. 

Estimate 
Personal services: 
DON Gihobber 2 ob Si ueAl Vee ore 263 0 ole rusuoe i Se $17, 500 
Assistant staff director 


Personal services 
Travel 


Printing and reproduction 
Other eontenetual serviees. se bP ues foc ee Ge ek Leite 
SHsRISON TATE WRUTENNS a5 Se tas ads te cicanswuceuuws 


Total estimate 
FUNCTIONS OF COMMISSION 


Chairman Haypren. Senator Magnuson is a member of the Com- 
mission. 

Senator Macnuson. We have a designee. 

Chairman Haypen. You havea short prepared statement. I think 
you had better read it. 

Mr. Junaz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
consider it a privilege to appear before this committee on behalf of 
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the Alaska International Rail and Highway Commission. This 13- 
member Commission was authorized’ by Publie Law 884, 84th Con- 
gress, as amended by Public Law 85-16. Its purposes are, briefly, to 
make thorough and complete studies ef the economic and military 
advantages and benefits of additional highway and rail routes between 
the United States and Alaska and to make feasibility studies of possible 
feeder routes from coastal ports to the rail and highway routes recom- 
mended by the Commission. The final report and recommendations 
of the Commission are due August 1, 1958. 

The Commission, appointed by the President, is composed of 6 
Members of Congress, including the Delegate from Alaska; 4 repre- 
sentatives of the executive branch of the Federal Government; and 3 
representatives of the general public. Of the latter, 1 is required to be 
a resident of Alaska and 1 a resident of the Pacific Northwest region 
of the United States. 

Public Law 884 authorizes the appropriation of $75,000 to enable 
the Commission to carry out its functions. Members serve without 
compensation; however, they are to be reimbursed for travel, subsist- 
ence, and other necessary expenses. The Commission is also author- 
ized to employ experts, consultants, and other employees as it deems 
necessary to assist it in carrying out its duties. The Commission may 
also utilize on a reimbursable basis the services of personnel of depart- 
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the executive branch of the 
Federal Government. 


ORGANIZATION MEETING 


The first, organization, meeting of the Commission took place on 
the morning of July 30. At that time, Under Secretary of Commerce 
Louis S. Rothschild was elected Chairman, and Senator Warren G. 
Magnuson was elected Vice Chairman. By resolution of the Com- 
mission, the Chairman and Vice Chairman were authorized to assemble 
a small staff to begin work on compiling and analyzing the files and 
reports concerning rail and highway studies which have been made in 
prior years. This material is to be ready for the next meeting of the 
Commission, tentatively scheduled for the west coast in late September 
or early October. In the meantime, the Commission hopes to begin 
discusions with Canadian officials, as authorized by Public Law 884, 
in order to gain full Canadian cooperation and assistance in the studies. 

This concludes my prepared statement. I should like, however, 
with the consent of the committee to submit a list of the members of 
the Commission. 

I shall be pleased to attempt to answer any questions the committee 
may have concerning this appropriation request. 


LIST OF COMMISSION MEMBERS 


Chairman Haypen. The list of members will be placed in the record 
at this point. 


(The list referred to follows:) 


Under Secretary of Commerce Louis 8. Rothschild, Chairman 
nator Warren G. Magnuson, Washington, Vice Chairman 
Senator Frank A. Barrett, Wyoming 
Representative Leo W. O’Brien, New York 
Representative Russell V. Mack, Washington 
resentative B. F. Sisk, California 
Delegate from Alaska E. L. Bartlett 
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Assistant Secretary of the Interior Roger C. Ernst 

Maj. Gen. 8. R. Browning, Deputy Chief of the Transportation Corps 

Livingston Satterthwaite, Director, Office of Transport and Communications, 
Department of State 

Hon. Douglas McKay, Salem, Oreg. 

Norton Clapp, Seattle and Medina, Wash. 

Charles G. Burdick, Juneau, Alaska 


REIMBURSEMENT TO PRESIDENT’S EMERGENCY FUND 


Mr. Junen. May I add, Mr. Chairman, that we testified before the 
House subcommittee on July 31, the day before yesterday. 

Chairman Haypen. How much of the estimate is required to 
reimburse the President’s emergency fund? 

Mr. Junae. We have received an amount of $15,000 from the 
President’s emergency fund which was approved on July 29. 

Chairman Haypen. I notice that the language proposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget indicates that these funds will continue available 
until August 31, 1958, at which time the Commission will be termi- 
nated; is that correct? 

Senator Magnuson. That is correct. The record should show that 
I propose to ask for a year’s extension on this Commission because the 
bill was passed last year at this time and for some reason that I do 
not know, the Commission was never appointed until this month; 
therefore, there was a whole year in which we could not do a thing, 
and we would think the scope of this job—and I think I speak for 
every member of the COdtehtitaaion wil be at least a 2-year matter. 
There is no expectation that we could get this all ready by the first 
year as authorized, and I wanted the record to show that. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much money have you spent to date? 

Senator Maanuson. We have not spent anything up to now, 

Senator Exuenper. Where is that $15,000 coming from? 

Senator Macnuson. From the President’s emergency fund. We 
would rather reimburse them. 

Mr. Junce. We have an opinion from the Interior Solicitor indi- 
cating that the law provides a maximum of $75,000, and, under that 
opinion, we would reimburse the President’s emergency fund with the 
advance of $15,000. 


SIMILAR COMMISSION AUTHORIZED IN 1939 


Senator Macenuson. This is a continuation to the record. The 
record should show that a similar commission, on which I offered 4 
bill back in 1938, was a 5-year commission. I was Chairman of it 
and this is to bring this all up to date, and it poses a real problem of 
importance which I would be glad to discuss personally with any of 
the members of the coriubaittede aie. 

Senator ELtenpEeR. Was that commission that was created in 1939 
authorized to do the same thing as this one is authorized to do? 

Senator Macnuson. We were more concerned with the highway # 
Alaska, but then the war broke out and we were stymied. They built 
the highway was a war measure, and the connections had to be worked 
out with the Canadians. 

Chairman Haypen. The situation is greatly altered from what it 
was then, is it not? 

Senator MaGnuson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you, Mr. Junge. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau or INDIAN AFFAIRS 
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 


STATEMENT OF FRED H. MASSEY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypren. House Document No. 198 includes an estimate 
of $118,000 for resources management, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

The justifications will be included in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow:) 


TTI. IRNE. 0 WHI sun enna sscocdinere maprcmanmeniaeeiraieeaaamnemmmenamaanaaae $118, 000 
Resources management, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The need for the supplemental appropriation has been occasioned by the need 
to assist the Indians of the Gila River Indian Reservation in the payment of their 

irrigation operation and maintenance assessments for the operation of the Indian 
and joint works portions of the the San Carlos project. 











Program and financing 
In budget Revised Difference 
estimate 
PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 

PRIN PRINEG DMINUNL oot wcodcncweadeccnnssacneusioateseaan $2, 883, 000 $2, 883,000 j.............. 
nn 7. iO eat. nakcaseoncekosnenaeal 140, 000 BEGET icsesanhabaternsats 
3. Agricultural and industrial assistance_.......-------------- 1, 573, 000 eo 2 ) aa 
4, Soiland moisture conservation....._..._-....---...1.---.-. 38, I Biciindnt acme 

5, Operation, repair, and maintenance of Indian irrigation 
len anatendh bpih nghina batt Seteebnnine steeds 801, 000 919, 000 +$118, 000 
Development of Indian arts and = staan Mtintcnninikintil 111, 000 BEE GG bso cendtaeeiida 
7. Management of Indian trust property.._................... 3, 141, 000 aE: Leceeviopcareniiusitingaes 
8. Repair and maintenance of buildings and utilities_......... 3, 708, 000 YAO OOS Losckiscencecce 
SD pe inicct lth didndietééemnntdedsndiidltnnsdoatinbhintil 205, 000 205, 000 }.............. 
Total program (obligations) _......................... 17, 200, 000 17, 318, 000 +118, 000 

FINANCING 

I ints uh neetnbninbndenbteenilnntscnendeselidl 17, 200, 000 17, 318, 000 +118, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


In Budget Revised Difference 
estimate 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Total number of ee are ie tek moka ueatax 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions..................-.-- 
Average number of all employees---__.-......-....-.---.------ 
Number of employees at end of year.._..._.......---.-------- 


01 Personal services: 
Dn. ii bl aeewbeuwedbetucesae 
Positions other than permiament.................-.-.-- 

Regular pay above 52-week base-..............-..-..- 

Payment above basic rates..................-....-...- 


Total personal servioeS:....... Sli ol ce. cc cel 
Oe eit es dies cae guan 

03 Transportation of things 

es Communication services..........-....--....--...-...-.-- 
06 

0 


eens ONS Wty Her Vie =.= -.2 2. 35052.5 2-5-0 3-55-t 
Printing and reproduction 

7 Other contractual services 
Services performed by other agencies 

08 Supplies and materials 
pr eer en ee a magna ma 
ee EE ST eee 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 
Contributions to retirement fund. 






13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities__................--..- s 
IES Sn na nee deeeeenaoeees 
16 | Taventenents arid lemma... i ea BS ed 


67, 385 | 677, 365 
SAYS WS Jk eee ee 17, 368, 817 








17, 486, 817 
Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence... .......-.-...-- 184, 817 166, S17 |........chaee 
Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs..............-...--- 17, a 000 | 7 38 000} +118,000 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
07 Other contractual services... -..........-..-----.- deemed 16, 000 36,000 1 n..scccdeoee 
ES il TTD LES ODM 17, 200, 000 | 17.818 000 |  +118,000 





JUSTIFICATION 


5. Operation, repair, and maintenance of Indian irrigation systems, $118,000,— 
The San Carlos irrigation project authorized under the act of July 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 
475-476), was designed to include 50,000 acres of Indian-owned lands of the Pima 
Indians within the Gila River Indian Reservation and 50,000 acres of adjacent 
non-Indian-owned lands. 

The water supply is obtained from storage and natural flow of the Gila River, 
supplemented by pumping from the underground. For this purpose, 107 wells 
have been drilled and equipped and are now being operated by the project. Due 
to the drought over the past decade on the Gila River watershed, a greater depend- 
ence is placed on pumped water. The drought has intensified during the past 3 
years and there is now only 2,000 acre-feet of storage in the San Carlos Reservoir. 

The non-Indian owners under the project have paid all of their assessments in 
full, and none of the funds are requested for that purpose. The Indians, however, 
suffered a crop failure in 1956, and the prospects for 1957 are poor. The available 
water supply, including pumped water, has permitted an apportionment of only 
one-half acre-foot per acre for the current year, which is inadequate to mature & 
crop. Funds for payment of assessments in prior years were obtained from the 
Pima tribal farming enterprise. 

The Indians have paid their assessments in full from 1943 through 1956 without 
assistance from the Government. It is clear, however, that under the present 
drought emergency the Indians will require Federal assistance in meeting these 
assessments. Revenues obtained from crop sales for 1957 will not only be 
drasti:ally reduced, but they will not be available until January 1958, or beyond 
the middle of the fiscal year. 

Due to the heavy draft on the underground basin, the water table has been 
lowered appreciably. Prior to 1955 it required 28 million kilowatt-hours of 
electric energy to pump irrigation waters from the wells. During 1957 it will 
require 38 million kilowatt-hours to pump the same amount of water, and a figure 
of 44 million kilowatt-hours is estimated for fiscal year 1958. 
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The increased cost of power for pumping, which is a component of the joint 
works charge, is estimated at $80,000 per annum for fiscal year 1958. The joint 
works assessment rate is being increased from $1.35 per acre to $2.15 per acre 
for fiscal year 1958. One-half of the above increase will be paid by the non- 
Indians, the $40,000 to be added to the present assessment of $67,500, or a total 
of $107,500. In addition, the cost of operation of the Indian works will be 
$102,000. The farming enterprise will contribute $91,500, making a deficit of 
$118,000 for fiscal year 1958. 

The full statement of the annual costs and estimated funds available for fiseal 
year 1958 is as follows: 


Payment to joint works, at $2.15 per acre___-__...---.....-.--.-.- $107, 500- 
Cost of operation of Indian works----..-...----..-.---.-.-------- 102, 000 
MAAR GONG OF. SOT NOT ne oo ith er eas tee au ican oe anaes 209, 500 
Estimated available from farming enterprise -_-_-.._.........--.----- —91, 500 
Deficiency appropriation request... ._.......-..-.-.--------. 118. 000 


The estimate includes language which would provide that the amount appro- 
priated for these operation and maintenance expenses would be nonreimbursable. 


PAYMENT OF INDIAN IRRIGATION ASSESSMENTS 


Chairman Haypren. These funds are required to help the Indians 
of the Gila River Reservation to meet the payment of their irrigation 
operation and maintenance assessments for the operation of the 
Indian and joint works of the San Carlos project. 

Since 1951, the Gila River Pima-Maricopa Community Council has 
assumed the responsibility for paying the irrigation operation and 
maintenance assessments covering these works. ‘These payments have 
been made principally from funds accruing to the tribe through the 
operation of its community farm enterprise. However, as members of 
the committee, we know that we have been experiencing a drought 
in Arizona for several years, and these Indians have had complete crop 
failures in the last 2 years. 


STREAMFLOWS IN GILA RIVER BASIN 


I have requested the Geological Survey to prepare a statement on 
streamfiows in the Gila River Basin. I will include that statement 
in the record. I think the following statement with respect to the 
San Carlos Reservoir fully explains the situation these Indians are 
confronted with: 


From September to December of 1956, and from April to June of 1957, the 
reservoir, which has a capacity of over a million acre-feet, was dry. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT ON ReEcENT STREAM DiscuHarGe, Gita River Basin, Ariz. 


During the last 30 years, the State of Arizona has gone through 2 periods during 
which the runoff of its streams has been less than at any time during the preceding 
20 years. The first period was in the 1930’s, but the second, which has extended 
from about 1945 to date, is by far the worst. Considering average streamflow 
over 5-year periods, runoff has declined in Arizona almost consistently since 1920. 

ere was a break between 1930 and 1945, when there was an increase in precipi- 
tation. Despite the similarity of the records from streams in various parts of 
the State, the drought has been more severe in the upper Gila Basin than in the 
Salt River Basin. The recovery in the early 1940’s was not as great, relatively, 
in the upper Gila River drainage area. 

One of the longest streamflow records in Arizona is that from the statior on the 
Verde River below Barltett Dam. Although there has been regulation of the 

w by Bartlett Dam since 1939 and by Horseshoe Dam since 1945, carryover 
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storage is very small. Records are available in completed form through 1955, 
Information from the field indicates that the deficiency in runoff has continued 
through 1956 and 1957. In the 15 years of 1900 to 1914 the river discharged over 
300,000 acre-feet in 12 years. In the period 1915-29 the figure was excesded 1} 
times. But, from 1930 to 1944, it was exceeded only 7 times and between 1945 
and 1955 only 3 times. 

This situation is confirmed at other locations. During the 20-year period, 
1915-34, the flow of the Gila River near Solomonville exceeded 300,000 acre-feet 
in 9 years and fell below 200,000 acre-feet in only 3 years. Between 1984 and 
1955, 21 years, the river fell below 200,000 acre-feet in 12 years. In the last 13 
years of this record, 7 years yielded less than 150,000 acre-feet. Only 72,000 
acre-feet ran off in 1956, the lowest of record, and only 50,000 acre-feet, about $4 
percent of median flow, through June of this water year. 

Between 1928 and 1941, 13 years, the discharge of San Francisco River at 
Clifton never fell below 60,000 acre-feet per year. Between 1942 and 1954 
inclusive, 13 years, the river failed to yield this figure in 8 years. 

A like situation exists, at least in some degree, at every gaging station in Arizona, 
However, the results are particularly noticeable in the record of storage in San 
Carlos Reservoir. No water to carry over from one year to the next has been 
available since 1951. While 87,000 acre-feet were in storage in October of 1 
this amount had fallen to 17,000 acre-feet by May of 1956. From September to 
December of 1956 and from April to June of 1957 the reservoir, which has 4 
capacity of over a million acre-feet, was dry. 

In Arizona, recharge to the ground-water basins is principally by influent 
seepage from streamflow. Streamflow having been deficient since 1942, recharge 
also has been deficient. Further, lack of surface water has forced many irrigators 
to pump ground water, resulting in continual declines of water levels. The use 
of ground water in 1955 was twice the amount diverted from the streams. 

Many ground-water basins are in a depletion cycle, indicated by a persistent 
decline in water levels that show that withdrawals are in excess of replenishment, 
Areas in which the most rapid declines are taking place and in which the most 
serious ground-water problems exist are in the Salt River Valley, the lower Santa 
Cruz Valley, and the northern part of the upper Santa Cruz Valley. Other areas 
of considerable development which are, as yet, showing less serious declines in 


water level include the Wilcox and Douglas Basins in the southeastern part of the 


State. 

In the Salt River Valley, near Phoenix, where surface water normally is used 
for irrigation, the water table has declined more than 100 feet in places during 
the period 1942-56. In the area 15 to 20 miles east of Phoenix the water table 
has declined as much as 160 feet. In the lower Santa Cruz Valley, covering much 
of the San Carlos project, declines up to 140 feet have occurred during the same 
period, 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. I believe you have a statement, Mr. Massey, 
which is short, so will you please read it. 

Mr. Massey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
Lam happy to have the opportunity of appearing before this committee 
to explain the need for $118,000 to assist the Indians of the Gila 
River Reservation in meeting their share of the costs for operation 
and maintenance of irrigation works of the San Carlos project, Arizona. 

You will recall that I appeared before your committee in June to 
explain the need for 1957 funds for the same purpose, because drought 
conditions had caused a general crop failure and resulted in the 
inability of the community farming enterprise to meet the assessment 
costs. Unfortunately, the extreme drought conditions have continued, 


and the Pima Indians are unable to meet their share of the assessment 


payments for the 1958 fiseal year. 

I should like to further explain to you the reasons for requesting 
a supplemental appropriation for 1958 at this early date. 

This irrigation project operates on a fiscal year basis, July 1 t0 
June 30, but assessments are due from the tribe on March 1 in advance 
of each fiseal year. The tribe was not in a position to meet their 
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obligations in March due to a drastic reduction of revenues from crop 
sales brought about by the shortage of water which affected previous 
crops. Under this present drought emergency, the Indians will 
uire Federal assistance in meeting their assessments, and it is for 
this purpose that we are requesting a supplemental appropriation. 

Chairman Haypen. The amount of this estimate was arrived at 
by taking the total cost of the operation of $209,000 and subtraeting 
the $91,500 estimated to be available from the farming enterprise. 
While this estimate was submitted on June 18, I am sure it was sub- 
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget before that date. Does your 
present information indicate that this operation will return this 
amount? 

Mr. Massey. It does not, Mr. Chairman. 

Two weeks ago, we started reviewing the situation as it exists today. 
last year, the tribal operations were able to contribute $25,712 
against the cost of the operation of that project. We hoped at that 
time that there would be enough water to permit the tribe to increase 
their contribution for 1958. At the time this estimate was prepared, 
they had a good crop, and we felt that they would be able to contribute 
$91,500. Therefore, our estimate of the deficit was $118,000. 

Last July they got no water. That is when they lost last year’s 
crop, and also they had an early frost. Those two things and because 
of the shortage of stored water, they had to increase their pumping 
and that, in turn, increased the operating cost. 

Our current estimate of what they can contribute still is almost 
twice as much as they were able to contribute in 1957, but it is only 
$40,500, and our best estimate now of what they will need to see them 
through this season is $169,000. 

Chairman Haypen. It will take that much to pull them through? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir. 


FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OTHER PROJECTS 


Chairman Haypen. For the current year, how much do you esti- 
mate will be spent for this purpose for other projects? 

Mr. Massey. Our 1958 budget allows $801,000 for this same type 
of assistance to other tribes, and, of course, that does not include this 
Pima group of Indians. 

Chairman Haypen. This group of Indians has been able to pay their 
own way, so we have not appropriated anything for them until this 
hit. Others have not been able to pay, so we have appropriated some 
$801,000 for them to take care of their water. It is just an unfortunate 
situation. Whenever the rains come, these Indians are going to go 
back on their feet again. They are good workers and good farmers. 

Senator ELLENDER. When was this project erected? 

Chairman Haypen. This is a joint effort. Half of the project is 
white land and half is Indian land. The Indians are required to 
maintain their share of the project. 

Senator Ettenper. I was going to try to develop that. 

Mr. Massey. The project was authorized in 1924. 

Senator ELLENvER. For what period of time did the Government 
have to contribute any portion of the Indians’ share? 
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COMMUNITY FARM 


Mr. Massry. The Indian side of the project, I believe, was operated 
on the same basis as our other projects for several years, and they 
were assisted individually when they were unable to pay their opera. 
tion and maintenance assessment. Then we set aside a community 
farm. That community farm was operated to. pay the operation and 
maintenance assessments, the cost of operation and maintenance an 
therefore, required no appropriation from the Treasury. That work 
out satisfactorily until the drought situation came along, and this ig 
the second time since that we have had to assist them. 

Senator ELLENDER. The second time? 

Mr. Masspy. Yes, sir. 

Senator E,utenper. Is this a project exclusively for the Indians or 
is anyone else engaged in it? 

Mr. Massey. No; this is exclusively for the Indians. 

Senator ELLenper. It was built by the Federal Government, and 
this is the second time you have come to the Congress for assistance 
in paying the maintenance of it; is that correct? 

Mr. Massgy. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Hay pEN. Are there any further questions? If not, 
thank you very much. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Prosect VANGUARD 


STATEMENTS OF CAPT. A. B. METSGER, DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL 
RESEARCH; DR. J. P. HAGEN, DIRECTOR, PROJECT VANGUARD; 
MR. W. W. EDWARDS, COMPTROLLER, OFFICE OF NAVAL RE- 
SEARCH; CAPT. F. J. DIERMAN, CHIEF STAFF OFFICER; AND 
COMDR. C. E. RUSSELL, STAFF OFFICER 


JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypren. The next item we shall consider is the United 
States Scientific Satellite for which $34,200,000 is being requested. 
This project is known as Vanguard. I understand that the Navy 
through its Office of Naval Research has management responsibility 
for this project. 

At this point, I shall place in the record the justification of this 
project. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


Unitep States ScrentTIFIC SATELLITE—PROJECT VANGUARD 


Program and financing 


_- 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


United States satellite (reserve for transfer) (appropriation) --_}._....-..---...|-------------- 





eS ee ae ee tee 


arr ee 


aa reas © 





GPRPAS Pa Se 


5 


nce 


ot, 


‘ited 
sted. 


lavy 
ility 


le | 


200, 000 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 97 


Obligations by objects 
en 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
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PROGRAM AND PERFORMANCE 


Introduction —The United States scientific earth satellite program is one 
ent of United States participation in the worldwide scientific endeavor, the 
International Geophysical Year or IGY. The maximum scientific value of the 
earth satellite and other attributes of the project will best be attained by achieving 
an orbiting instrumented vehicle during the period of IGY (July 1, 1957 through 
December 31, 1958). The Department of Defense has been assigned the basic 
responsibility for providing the means for achieving this goal. All three services 
are cooperating in this project called Vanguard. The Navy through its Office of 
Naval Research (ONR) has management responsibility of Vanguard. 

Technical direction of Vanguard is assigned to ONR’s major field establishment, 
the Naval Research Laboratory. The funds requested herein are to finance the 
remainder of the technical development and operational phases of project Van- 

d through NRL. 

The total cost of the earth-satellite program is now estimated at $110 million. 
This figure includes $13,874,000 in estimated costs which are not funded through 
the Navy. This leaves a balance of $96,126,000 required financing by Navy. 
As shown in the financing summary, funds made available to the Navy to date 
from all sources total $61,926,000 leaving a balance to be funded of $34,200,000. 
In tabular form the figures are: 


Total estimated cost of satellite program _-__-__-__....._-_----- $110, 000, 000 
Financing provided, other than Navy costs___________________- 13, 874, 000 
mmemnaved Gusts Gy wary. 2 ole oS eee oe ee 96, 126, 000 
Funding provided Navy to date_-______.__.--.-.---.---------- 61, 926, 000 
Ad@itional funding required... .. . 5-45. kk 34, 200, 000 


The $61,926,000 already provided will finance obligations through the current fiscal 
year (1957). The additional funds requested, barring unforeseen developmental 
problems, will finance project Vanguard to completion. Total planned funding 
isshown on table II 

The feasibility of the objective of this program is based on scientific judgment 
out of rocket experience. However, this in no way reduces the magnitude, com- 
plexity or cost of the project. It must be stated that Vanguard, in most of its 
phases is a developmental job. Progress to date has been most gratifying 
although not without problems. Vanguard is now entering its most critical phase, 
that of proving by actual flight tests the capability of the three-stage launch 
vehicle which is under development. 

For management purposes project Vanguard is subdivided into four interrelated 
program areas described briefly as follows: 

1. The launching vehicle.—Included in this program are all costs associated with 
development, fabrication, testing, and instrumenting the Vanguard vehicles. It 
includes vehicles for testing and for the satellite attempt. 

2. Radio tracking.—This activity includes the cost of establishing, equipping 
and operating the radio tracking stations or (net) which are required to prove the 
existence of the satellite in its orbit. 

3. Data reduction and analysis.—This activity is a service function to the entire 
project. For instance, it serves the vehicle-development program through the 
analysis of flight-performance data. Operationally, the facilities set up under 

is activity will be used to make inflight decision on firing sequencing of the third 
stage. After the satellite has achieved an orbit, this activity provides facilities 
for calculation and predicting the orbital passage and analysis of satellite behavior. 

4. Satellites and instrumentation.—This activity includes all of the effort required 
to develop instrumented satellites compatible with the launching vehicle. 
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Financing summary 
[In thousands of dollars] 


Funding of-—Agency responsible for 
Total program costs 
funds st 
| required 


A. Available: 
1, DOD emergency fund 
2: Miscellaneous _- 
3. DOD direct funding-logistic support 
4. Estimated range-use charge by Air Force 
5. NSF 1956 supplemental_-___-...._....._- 


Total available 
B. 1958 request to Congress 


Tote), wise ete. 








JUSTIFICATION OF FUNDS REQUESTED 


General.—Effort on Project Vanguard at the United States Naval Research 
Laboratory began in late August 1955. In the period since then, concentration 
of effort has been on development and procurement of the required equipment and 
the establishment of the necessary facilities for the satellite program. Through 
fiscal year 1957, this buildup phase has required the obligation of $61,926,000 or 
nearly two-thirds of the total estimated NRL cost of $96,126,000. 

The requested amount of $34,200,000 should be sufficient to finance the re 
maining estimated costs which are: 

(1) Completion of development and procurement of equipment; 
(2) Operation of the program through the launching of an orbiting satellite, 

The major remaining requirements by major activity are as follows: 


1. The launching vehicle 


The Vanguard launching vehicle is a very high-performance, high-mass ratio, 
three-stage vehicle system. The major cost of the earth-satellite program is 
concerned with this development. Vanguard is a new vehicle designed specifically 
for the launching of a manmade earth satellite. Many major technical difficulties 
have had to be surmounted. 

Estimating the cost of a program of this type is very uncertain in the early 
stages. In other comparable missile development programs the attempt is rarely 
made to estimate the final cost before a complete missile has been fired success 
fully. However, Vanguard differs from other programs in many respects inelud- 
ing this one. Barring a major calamity the funds included in this request will 
finance the launching vehicle through completion. This confidence is based on 
the following: 

(1) All major components including the engines for the three rocket stages 
have individually met or come close enough to desired specifications to pro- 
duce when assembled a vehicle system capable of launching the planned 
satellite, 

(2) The two test firings to date have been highly successful. In addition 
to invaluable data gathered on trajectories, performance of test and range 
equipment etc., the second firing in the test series proved beyond a shadow 
of a doubt the essential soundness of the design for separation and spit 
stabilization of the Vanguard third stage; 

(3) The cooperative effort between NRL and its vehicle contractors will 
assure that the final delivered vehicle will meet all required specifications 

The prime contractor for the vehicle development is the Martin Co., located at 
Middle River, Md. Martin is operating under an installment-type cost-plus- 

fee contract. To date, the Martin Co. estimates its committed costs to be $47- 
581,000. This figure has built up from an original estimate of $28,649,000 made 
in March 1956. Based on Martin’s technical progress and costs to date, it 
felt that sufficient funds have been included to finance Martin to completion of 
the program. 

The critical point in the vehicle-development program has not been reached. 
Inside the next 2 months flight testing will begin of the actual prototype com 
ponents of the final satellite launching vehicle (SLV). Most of the testing 
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design which can be done on the ground with the unassembled components has 
been done. The final proof can of course, only be demonstrated by actual flight 
trial. This will be done in a series of tests in the ensuing months. 

The need for the funds requested will be greatest during this test phase of the 
prograin. : 
9. Radio tracking 


This activity provides for the establishment of the radio tracking (Minitrack) 
network. The network includes 10 prime minitrack stations: 


Santiago, Chile Lima, Peru 

Antofagasta, Chile _ Ecuador 

Havana, Cuba Antigua Island, British West Indies 
Fort Stewart, Ga. Brown Field, San Diego, Cali. 
Blossom Point, Md. Woomera, Australia 


Two minor Minitrack stations which will be used to track the Vanguard third 
stage during the launching ——— are located on Mayaguana and Grand Turk 
Islands in the British West Indies. In addition, this activity includes a control 
center at the Naval Research Laboratory and a communications net connecting 
all of the stations with other agencies and facilities requiring orbital data or 
contributing tracking data. . 

Complete operation of this system is keyed to the launching of test vehicle No. 4 
late this year. All of the major equipment required has been placed under 
development and/or purchase order. 

The additional funds required are for installing equipment in place, testing and 
calibrating for operational readiness and to operate and maintain the system for 
the remainder of the program. 


8. Dasa reduction and analysis 


This activity is a most important thread running through the entire program. 
The emphasis placed on this activity illustrates best the general method under 
which the entire project is being done. This method is the exact opposite of the 
trial-and-error basis. At each step in the project, an exhaustive analysis is made 
of performance data collected during that step prior to commitment to the next 
stage in the program. The results of these analyses are compared to theoretical 
predictions and deviation from specifications. This, then, forms the basis for the 
ensuring effort. This approach which differs from the usual missile approach is 
necessary due to the fixed end date for the program. 

Funds used to date have been required to establish the necessary facilities for 
data collecting and reduction. These are almost completed. The additional funds 
required are for operations and analysis work during the test vehicle program and 


ation of orbit predicting and data reduction facilities during the remainder 
the program. 


4. Satellites and their instrumentation 


This activity includes the cost of making the artificial satellite a useful scientific 
tool. This is done in two ways: (1) by optimizing the optical properties of the 
ball itself and (2) by maximizing the instrument payload within the satellite so 
that it can communicate the greatest possible amount of information to the ground 
by radio means. The instrumentation in each satellite is a designed scientific 
—. selected by the National Academy of Sciences. 

e first satellite package has been fully instrumented and is now ready for 
fight tests. Instrumentation of later packages are in phased sequences of 
development geared to mesh with the vehicle firing program. 

Funds used to date have been applied to the establishment of a technology, 
equipping of required telemetering ground stations (at the Minitrack sites), 
establishment of a test doctrine and test facilities and instrumentation of the 
initial scientific experiment. 

e additional funds requested are to maintain and operate the satellite test 
facilities, instrument later satellites and furnish required services to approved 
experimenters for the remainder of the program. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. We shall now hear from the Navy witnesses. 
I see you have a prepared statement, Captain Metsger. Would 
you care to insert it in the record and highlight it for us? 
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Captain Merscrr. Yes, sir. Rear Adm. Rawson Bennett is jp 
Europe and is unable to appear. I have a prepared statement which 
I would be happy to submit for the record and, if I may, I would like 
to brief the statement showing the highlights, with the help of 1 or? 
examples. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE Deputy AND AssISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL RESEARCH, Capp, 
Aurrep B. Mertserer, Unirep States Navy, oN THE EHEartH SatTeiing 
PROGRAM 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Capt. Alfred B. Metsger, 
United States Navy, Deputy and Assistant Chief of Naval Research. 

Sometime during the coming year, a small new object is scheduled to appear in 
the skies above us. It will be circling through the heavens in its own orbit, like 
the moon and the planets. But this will be a heavenly body that man hag 
fashioned with his own hands and placed in an orbit around the earth. It will 
be the first artificial satellite. 

This earth satellite will be a 20-inch magnesium sphere. Inside will be instru 
ments for gathering scientific information. It will be raised to a height of about 
300 miles above the earth by rockets, and accelerated to a speed that will keep it 
circling around the earth once every 90 minutes. It may stay up for a day, a 
month, or a year. 

The earth satellite project is part of a broad scientific program called the 
International Geophysical Year. There are more than 60 nations participating 
in the International Geophysical Year. 

The Department of Defense is supporting the IGY scientific program by 
providing manpower, materials, ships, and aircraft. The Navy is extremely 
active in the IGY. In addition to providing ships, aircraft, and other support of 
that nature, the Navy’s scientific personnel and facilities, such as those at the 
Naval Research Laboratory and the Naval Observatory, will take part in the 
scientific observations. 

Scientists expect that this united effort will bring major breakthroughs in 
problems that involve our knowledge of the earth and the sun. Since it is con 
cerned directly with the earth on which we live, the atmosphere in which we 
breathe, and the sun from which we get most of our useful energy, the IGY is 
bound to pay off in practical benefits to mankind. 

A large part of the planned IGY observations will concern the upper atmosphere 
and the sun. For many years we have been studying the upper atmosphere and 
the sun. For many years we have been studying the upper atmosphere but have 
been hampered by not being able to project our instruments high enough into 
space and by not keeping them there long enough. Many quantities, like ultra 
violet light and X-rays from the sun, are absorbed in the upper atmosphere and 
never reach the ground. The only way to properly evaluate these qualities is to 
get up above most of the earth’s atmpsphere for a sustained period of time. We 
have been able to do this in a limited degree with balloons and rockets but they 
do not go high enough or stay up long enough. 

The Navy has flown research balloons at heights up to 145,000 feet and for 
periods of time ranging up to several hours. Much valuable information has been 
obtained from these flights. 

With rockets, the Naval Research Laboratory has sent Viking research rockets 
as high as 158 miles, Aerobees up to 180 miles. 

Balloons and rockets are good research tools. But as I have said each has 4 
serious limitation. Balloons cannot go high enough. They can reach the fringe 
of the earth’s atmosphere, and can stay there for many hours, but this is only & 
little more than 25 miles up. Rockets, on the other hand, can go much higher, 
but they can’t stay. The longest Viking rocket flight lasted only 10 minute, 
from launch to landing. 

Scientists have concluded then that a scientific, instrumented satellite is the 
only way man can learn what he needs to know about those frontiers of space 
which surround him. . 

Since the Department of Defense had the talents and the facilities for carryimg 
out the launching of a satellite, the scientific groups received assurance of assist 
ance from the services. Within the Department of Defense, the building and the 
launching of a satellite was set up as a three-service program. The Navy W8 
selected to manage the program and the Chief of Naval Research was given the 
management responsibility. The Naval Research Laboratory was given the 








APT, 


Lefs # 


tru. 
ap it 
y, 8 


the 
iting 
1 by 
wrt: of 


t the 
1 the 


hs in 


h we 
rY is 


rhere 


have 
. into 
ultra- 
e and 
; is to 


, they 


id for 
: been 


yekets 


has & 
ringes 
only & 
igher, 
nutes, 


is the 
space 


rrying 


nd the 
, y was 


en 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 101 


technical job of getting the satellite into its orbit. This is how the earth satellite 


gram Officially got underway. It is an outgrowth of a formal program of 
many nations to widen our knowledge in the many sciences that deal with the 
earth and the sun. od 

The Department of Defense portion of the program is called Project Vanguard. 
Vanguard is really a rocket project. Rockets are the only means we have to 
lift a satellite above the atmosphere and give it the tangential speed it needs to 
stay in an orbit around the earth. 

is rocket is now under construction. The Martin Co., of Baltimore, Md., 
js the prime contractor for the 3-stage, 72-foot rocket. The satellite itself is being 
assembled and tested at the Naval Research Laboratory, in fact several of them 
are ready to be launched. 

A magnesium alloy was used for the satellite because it is very light, yet rugged 
enough to withstand the shock of ere rocket firings. Each half of the 
satellite skin was drawn from a single sheet of this metallic alloy. The skin is 
about one thirty-second of an inch thick. It is completely smooth and polished 
to make it as shiny as possible, and coated with several substances so it wil 
reflect light. 

The rocket motors, the guidance system, and other parts of the satellite launch- 
jng vehicle were built by numerous subcontractors to the Martin Co. 

Vanguard launching rocket has three stages. The first stage will send the 
rocket aloft from the ground, then drop off and a second motor will fire. When 
this second-stage motor is spent and has coasted to zenith, it, too, will drop off 
and the third-stage motor will fire and accelerate the satellite up to its orbital 
speed—a speed of from 18,000 to 19,000 miles per hour. 

The first stage is a liquid-fuel rocket, a modification of the Viking research 
rocket. It is being manufactured by General Electric. Its job is primarily to 
serve as a large-scale booster for the other stages. The second stage manufac- 
tured by Aerojet General is also a liquid-fueled rocket that attaches to the for- 
ward end of the first stage. It carries in its nose the third stage and the satellite 
itself. The guidance system for the whole combination is carried inside the 
second stage. The heart of this guidance is a series of gyroscopes that sense when 
the rocket is moving off course and give electronic instructions to an autopilot. 
The autopilot will keep the rocket on course by moving the motor on its mounting, 
which is a kind of universal joint, so that the thrust of the motor will push the 
entire vehicle in the right direction. 

The third stage is a solid-fueled rocket. This stage is being worked on by 
Grand Central Rocket Co. and Allegheny Ballistics Lab. The 20-inch, 21%-pound 
satellite will be attached to the front end of the third stage, and will be separated 
from the rocket when it reaches a speed high enough to get it into its orbit. 

The satellite will be launched from the Air Force missile test center at Cape 
Canaveral, Fla. The three-stage rocket will take off straight up, under power 
from the first-stage rocket motor. About 1 mile up it will start to tilt in a smooth 
curve toward the southeast, in the direction of its eventual orbit. The orbit 
will be at an angle of about 35 degrees to the equator. 

When it is about 26 miles above the earth, the first stage will burn out, separate 
and coast to earth about 230 miles at sea. As soon as the first stage separates, the 
second stage rocket motor fires. It pushes the satellite vehicle to an altitude of 
about 140 miles. When this stage burns out, the system still has enough speed 
to coast for about 700 miles, which will bring it up to about 300 miles above 
the earth. It will now be headed in a horizontal direction and will be traveling 
about 9,000 miles per hour. This is about half the speed needed to get into orbit. 

About halfway through the second stage flight, the nose cone that protected 
the satellite from overheating during the fast trip through the atmosphere will 
have been dropped off. During this coasting period, other eee things will 

ppen. The two-stage vehicle will be brought into a correct horizontal position 
relative to the earth’s surface. Then small jets in the third stage will start it 
spinning. This is to keep it stabilized, as a rifle bullet is stabilized by the spin it 
receives in the gun barrel. 

The third stage rockets will then fire and accelerate the satellite to 18,000 miles 

rhour. This is the fastest speed ever reached by a manmade vehicle. It will 

just enough to prevent the satellite from falling back into the denser 
atmosphere. 

Ideally, the orbit would be circular. However, variations in initial direction 
and speed probably will produce an ellipse, which may approach as close as 200 
miles and reach out to as far as 1,500 miles at the maximum point. The height 
at the closest point will be the principal factor in determining the life of the 
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satellite. In its initial orbits, the satellite will circle the earth about every 9 
minutes. 

It will lose some energy each time it approaches perigee (that is, the closes 
point to the earth), because of the drag of the earth’s atmosphere. Its speed wil] 
eventually drop to the point where the trajectory passes too close to the earth's 
surface. There the denser atmosphere will slow down the satellite with increasing 
effect until it disintegrates from heat, like a meteorite. 

We do not know how long the satellite will stay up. If we could contro 
perfectly the angle and the speed of firing, it would be possible to get a circular 
orbit. On this basis, the Naval Research Laboratory calculates that if we 
could get a satellite into a circular orbit 300 miles above the earth, it would 
up nearly a year. A circle 200 miles up would give a lifetime of about 15 days, 
and a circular orbit 100 miles up would produce a lifetime of only about 1 hour, 

Once we get the satellite into its orbit, the Navy faces another round of problems, 
We have to prove the satellite really is orbiting and we must measure its orbit. 

To do this, the satellite must be tracked. This will be done by two methods, 
The first will be a radio tracking system known as Minitrack, developed at. the 
Naval Research Laboratory. A subminiature radio transmitter inside the satellite 
will send out signals that will be picked up by a series of ground tracking station 
in the United States, the British West Indies, Cuba, South America, and Australia 
Each station will be able to analyze data on the direction and velocity of the 
satellite from signals received by its antennas, and will send these data to the 
Vanguard Control Center located at the Naval Research Laboratory and from 
there to the Vanguard Computing Center here in Washington. Here an IBM 
704 electronic digital computer will caleulate the times of future passages of the 
satellite over various points, and these data will be sent out from the Va 
Control Center at the Naval Research Laboratory to the Smithsonian Astro 
physical Institute for dissemination to optical observing stations. 

he primary reason for the Vanguard project is to create a satellite for scientific 
research. Many experiments could be conducted with an earth satellite. In the 
ease of Vanguard, the small size and payload must be kept in mind. Ro 
half of its 21.5 pounds will go into the structure itself. his leaves only about 
10 pounds for scientific instruments. Some of this weight must go inte the 
Minitrack transmitter and its battery power supply. 

Tracking the satellite will give us better measurements of the size and shape 
of the earth, and distances between points on the earth. This would be one 
scientific experiment. 

A second output of the tracking program will be measurement of the drag on 
the satellite. From this we should be able to figure out the density of the atmos 
phere at that height. 

Scientists will want to measure temperatures on the outside and inside of the 
satellite. Minature temperatures gages have been designed that can evaluate 
temperature changes from 302° F. above zero to 220° F. below zero. 

Another piece of equipment designed for satellite experiments is a subminature 
meteoritic collision microphone. This sensitive little microphone detects the 
collisions of meteorites with the satellite by sensing vibrations set up in the 
satellite’s outer surface. The information is stored in a memory device and is 
transmitted at intervals to the radio tracking stations on the ground. 

Ultraviolet and X-rays from the sun could be measured. This would be of 
interest for comparison with weather conditions on earth at the same time, to se 
if there is any apparent correlation. 

Certain instruments could measure the earth’s magnetic field above the atmo 
phere. By comparing the data with measurements here on the ground, We 
could find out more about the effect of current rings far out beyond the atmo® 
phere. Such a ring is formed by the earth’s permanent magnetic field from 
charged particles that come from the sun. This knowledge could be important 
in the field of radio communications. 

These are just a few of the possible experiments. Even with the small payload 
permitted by a 20-inch satellite, scientists expect that measurements can be 
carried out for several weeks with conventional batteries. Eventually, solar 
batteries, which receive their power directly from the sun, may be used. 
Navy has been conducting tests on these and some of the results are very encour 
aging. The use of solar batteries would lengthen the period of radio tracking 
and telemetering. . 

Plans for building and launching the satellite are well along. They are being 
put into operation as fast as possible. This is a new venture, something nevé 
tried before. An operation as complex as launching a satellite cannot be : 
taken without a series of careful tests in which the functioning of every patt® 
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thoroughly tested. The structure, motors, guidance, and control mechanism 

and their electronic components must be thoroughly checked out. 

Engineers and scientists from the Naval Research, Laboratory and the Martin 
Co. have been working for months at the Air Force Missile Test Center. They 
are well into the test program that will lead to a satellite launching attempt. 
The launch pads, the big gantry crane and the blockhouse are being readied for 
thisattempt. The first two of a series of test rockets have been fired and the Navy 
js about ready to fire the third rocket in this series. We are on the road toward 
a satellite attempt. 

The first test firing in the Vanguard program took place last December. A 
single stage Viking rocket was used to test some of the three-stage Vanguard 
sie instrumentation and the Minitrack transmitter. Both the instrumentation 
and the satellite’s radio transmitter performed successfully. 

The second test firing which took place on May 1 of this year consisted of a 
prototype of the yapgeane third stage and a Viking rocket. This test proved that 
the third stage could be properly fired and separated in a manner necessary to 
assure the performance needed when the actual satellite is launched. 

The third test firing to be held soon will be a prototype of the Vanguard first 
e with dummy second and third stages attached. During this firing the Navy 
make a flight test of the satisfactory test stand engine performance. Follow- 

ing this test series, the Navy will be ready to fire three-stage Vanguard rockets 

and to begin tests in separations and projections of objects preparatory to actual 
satellite launching attempts. 

In addition to the test program taking place in Florida, the Naval Research’ 
laboratory is busy with construction and testing of various satellites at the 
Laboratory. 

Work also is progressing on the construction and operation of the Minitrack 
satellite radio tracking stations. The Navy-operated Blossom Point, Md., station 
has been receiving signals from celestial bodies since last fall. This station 
recently picked up signals from the moon. It has been successfully tested by 
using simulated satellite radio transmission from airplanes. Another Navy 
station at San Diego, Calif., will be operative within a few weeks and the first 
Army station will be in operation in about 5 or 6 weeks. All Minitrack stations 
will be in operation by this fall. 

The Vanguard Computing Center was recently completed, and the Navy has 
been making test calculations during the past several weeks. The center is 
ready now to go on a round-the-clock basis once a satellite is launched. 

The Vanguard Control Center at the Naval Research Laboratory is in contact 
with Blossom Point, Cape Canaveral, and the computing center now. By early 
September communications will have been established with most of the other 
Minitrack facilities in the system. 

The program is still on the schedule which requires that the satellite launching 
attempts be made within the International Geophysical Year. On the whole, 
the technical progress of the satellite project is very satisfactory. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FUNDS 


SeNATOR SALTONSTALL. We have just been through the appro- 
priations conference yesterday. We appropriated the full amount 
that the Navy asked for research and development. Is this a transfer 
for a mee object, or is this new money that you want to put into 
research? 

Captain Murscer. The Vanguard project was not included at all 
in the DOD request, including the Navy’s request for research and 
development money. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. We read in the paper this morning that 
Secretary Wilson is cutting back on expenditures here, there, and 
esewhere, particularly on the operation and maintenance, which is not 
nctly research. Has the Department of Defense approved this 

uest ! 

ptain Merscer. Yes, sir. 
Senator SatronsTaLL. Has the Bureau of the Budget approved it? 
Captain Merscer. Yes, sir. 
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Senator SALTONSTALL. So. this is new money that the Navy. is 
asking, over and above what it has in the appropriation bill? 
Captain Metrscer. That is correct. 


RESERVE FOR TRANSFER 


Senator SatronsTauu. | note that vou say that this is a reserve for 
transfer. What does that mean? 

Captain Mretscer. Mr. Edwards might speak to that. 

Mr. Epwarps. They are going to put it in a special appropriation, 
Senator Saltonstall, and it will be transferred to the Navy as it-is 
needed, and there is a possibility that some portion of it may be needed 
by the "Army or the Air Force for their portion of the job. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I appreciate your letting me ask these ques- 
tions now. I have to go to the floor of the Senate. If all of the 
money that we have already appropriated may be conserved to keep 
within this $38 million expenditure, why do we need a new appropria- 
tion here now? Why could we not pass a bill, permitting the Nayy 
to build this object or to do this research undertaking that you want 
but not to provide any new money? 

Captain Mrerscer. There is no provision made in the Defense 
Department request for the support of Vanguard. It is completely 
outside. There is no provision at all. 

Senator SaALTONSTALL. Suppose we give the Navy the opportunity 
to build Vanguard, but appropriate no new funds. I say that with 
some feeling, because the Navy and all of these other agencies came 
down here and asked us for money, and we put back a great deal of 
their money. I am not criticizing anybody, but then the requests 
were withdrawn and changed. My only feeling is that from what I 
read in the newspaper this morning and from what I have heard over 
the past couple of weeks, I wonder why do you need the new money. 
The thing that I would like to see you come forward with is a showing 
that you need this new money. Let us give you the authorization 
to do it, if it is wise, but do not ask for new money. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. ROBERT S. MOORE, OFFICE, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER) 


SPECIFIC AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS 


General Moore. All of the money from the Department for Van- 
guard has come from research and development. In the bill which 
passed the Senate yesterday, no reductions, as I recall, were made in 
any of the research and development funds. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is correct; so you have the full amount 
in all three services. 

General Moore. Those amounts were carefully programed for 
programs other than this satellite program. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I understand that, General Moore, but 
supposing, for instance, you are going to cut down, say, on personnel 
or production of ships or airplanes or cut some more of this operation 
and maintenance money which was in the billions of dollars. oa 

General Moore. In the event the committee considered it wise to 
pursue that course, Senator, that could be accomplished by putting 
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specific authority in the bill to transfer such sums from any appro- 
priation. 

Senator Sarronstautui. Mr. Chairman, would you be willing to have 
General Moore come forward and get us a letter from the Secretary 
of the Navy or the Secretary of Defense saying that he is satisfied if 
we authorize this project, but request him or order him to find the 
funds from appropriations already made? 

General Moore. Would a verbal statement from me to the com- 
mittee at this point in the record suffiee, which I can arrange for much 
quicker, and possibly within the hour? 

Senator SALToNSTALL. Certainly. In other words, what you inti- 
mate is that vou can make a statement to the effect that I am asking 
you to make, that we would need not appropriate any new money for 
this purpose, but we would authorize this project and order the Navy 
Department to get the funds from funds already appropriated. 

eneral Moore. Yes, sir, and, in order to make it perfectly clear, 
I understand that it is the view of the Senator and possibly of the 
committee that it may well be that as a result of various administra- 
tive actions we will have some money which might become available 
for this in lieu of an outright appropriation. 

Chairman Haypen. It can be from any available source, from 
funds appropriated for the Department. 

Senator SatronsTaLt. That is correct, and I think, Mr. Chairman, 
when we make that broad suggestion, there is always the feeling that 
we appropriate for specific purposes. We do not like to have trans- 
fers. Therefore, we should get a report, and you, as chairman, and 
the House chairman, should get a report as to where these funds 
come from for this purpose. 

General Moore. That would be much more difficult. 

Senator SaLronstaLu. I do not say now, but I say on January first. 

General Moorr. May I explain that off the record for just 1 minute, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly. 

If you have it so at the time the transfer is made, the two com- 
mittees are to be notified. 

General Moore. Shall I get the information on that basis now? 

Senator Savronstauty. Yes, if the chairman approves, because it 
seems fundamental to me to do it that way. Otherwise, we ap- 
propriate new funds and then we find that things are changed or 
canceled out. Give us the language that is required. 

Chairman Haypen. Are you going to get it from the Navy Depart- 
ment? 

General Moore. I suggest that I get it anywhere, from Army, 
Navy, Air Force or the Department of Defense—this money to be 
derived from any funds in the Department of Defense. 


THREE-SERVICE OPERATION 


Captain Mretrscer. Vanguard is a Department of Defense three- 
service operation. 

Senator Magnuson. Before we get into the films here, Senator 
Saltonstall, you and Senator Ellender, the chairman and I are on that 
committee. We have appropristed now to the National Science 
Foundation $10 million in an original appropriation and $27 million 
more, and now you are asking today for how much? 
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Senator SALTONSTALL. $34 million. 
Senator Macnuson. So that is a total of $37 million now. 


GEOPHYSICAL YEAR APPROPRIATION 


Out of the money we appropriated to the National Science Founda- 
tion for the whole Geophysical Year, they have given you how much 
for the project Vanguard? 

Mr. Epwarps. Approximately $13 million. 

Senator Magnuson. You have on your slip here $18 million. 

Mr. Epwarps. $13 million. 

Senator Macnuson. I am looking at total funds required, NSF, 
$18,362,000. 

Mr. Epwarps. Those are the figures of the National Science 
Foundation for their portion of the project. 

Senator MaGnuson. So, you are going to get that $18 million from 
them. 

Mr. Epwarps. No; they will retain approximately $5.5 million 
for their own uses. 

Senator Macnuson. What is the $18 million from the National 
Science Foundation? 

Mr. Epwarps. I cannot speak for the National Science Foundation, 
sir, but they asked for this money. 

Senator Macnuson. Here are two committees appropriating money 
for the same project, and the right hand does not know what the left 
hand is doing, and this is running into a good sum of money. You 
have $110 million listed for the total cost. 

Mr. Epwarps. The $110 million is the total cost including the 
National Science Foundation portion. 

Senator Magnuson. Then I want to know, because we gave them 
$37 million for the Geophysical Year. I want to know how much 
they are spending for this project. 


TOTAL SATELLITE PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 


Mr. Epwarps. According to my figures for the Science Foundation, 
they are spending approximately $18 million for the satellite portion 
of the IGY program. 

Senator Macnuson. So, the record will show that approximately 
$20 million is going for other projects in the Geophysical Year. 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. But $18,326,000 which is what you have here 
is Fong to come to this project. 

Mr. Epwarps. The $18,326,000 has been split into 2 parts. They 
have retained five-million-some-odd-thousand dollars for their purposes 
and the Navy has received $13,126,000 for the vehicle portion of the 
program. ‘Their portion will be retained for their general administra- 
tive expenses, their entire optical tracking program and the scientific 
experiments with the satellite itself. 

Senator Magnuson. But the $18 million can be added to the 
Vanguard project? 

Mr. Epwarps. It is included in the total estimated cost. 

Senator Magnuson. It will be work on the Vanguard program? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes, sir. 
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TOTAL PROGRAM COST 


Senator Macnvuson. What is this program costing us? 

Mr. Epwarps. $110 million is the present estimated cost. 

Senator Magnuson. We are appropriating two places here and I 
want the record to be clear. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much will be spent for the Vanguard 


on aaudl, 

Mr. Epwarps. The $110 million is the total cost for the Vanguard 
project only. The cost of the IGY program is another amount 
entirely. 

Senator MaGnuson. They come up and get the appropriation for 
the IGY which now totals $37 million? 

Senator ELLENDER. How much will the whole thing cost us? 

Mr. Epwarps. I do not have the figures for the whole IGY program. 

Senator Maanuson. $110 million, taking off $18 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. $18 million off the $110 million. 

Mr. Epwarps. Take the $110 million for Vanguard plus whatever 
figure you have appropriated to the Science Foundation for the IGY 
program, and you deduct about $5 million, and then you have it. 

Senator MacGnuson. Then the Geophysical Year, as best I can 
figure it out, will cost roughly $120 million. When they first came up 
here, they said they were going to start with $10 million. Now we 
can look at the pictures and see if it is worth it. 


DESCRIPTION OF SATELLITE 


Captain Mretrscrer. With the help of some view graph pictures, may 
I give vou an idea of what the satellite project amounts to, Sir. 

he satellite is a 20-inch magnesium sphere. 

Senator Macnuson. They used the same selling exhibit for both 
committees. 

Captain Metscer. You know about the IGY participation by 60 
nations, and so forth. The fact that the Navy is very active in 
all of this, particularly the Navy Research Laboratory, should be 
pointed out. 

The reason for the satellite project has to do with the need for 
further information about what goes on outside of our atmospheric 
blanket about the earth. Up to date, we have done extensive in- 
vestigations using short-duration rockets such as the Viking, the 
highest one you see there. Rockets of this type have gone up to 
about 200 miles, but thev remained there only a few minutes. 

We have also done work with balloons that go up as high as 25 
miles, much too low for much work, but they stay there for hours on 
end and, therefore, give us very useful information. 

Senator ELLENDER. The Navy did that out of its own research 
unds? 

Captain Mretscer. Much of the pre-Vanguard work in this field 
was done by the Navy, the Naval Research Laboratory being the 
major participant in that, and it was done with Navy research funds. 

Senator MaGnuson. Navy research funds and $13 million. 

Captain Merscer. I am speaking of background previous to the 
IGY—the old Viking work, Aerobee work. 
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TRANSFER FROM NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Senator Maanuson. $13 million was transferred from the National 
Science Foundation to the Navy for this purpose? 

Captain Metscer. No, sir. The $13 million was for the satellite 
purpose only. 

Senator Macnuson. I understand this work is on a broad scale in 
which the satellite would fit into the research on that. 

Captain Merscrer. We will need this information about things 
going outside. 

Senator Macnuson. You are doing that work as a broad project 
and the satellite fits into it. 

Captain Merscer. Satellites fit on top of it and go far beyond 
anything we have been able to do thus far. 

Senator Maanuson. You are doing a lot of other work besides the 
satellite proper, but you have $13 million from the National Science 
Foundation to fit into your broad work and to work on the satellite 
Vanguard project; is that correct? 

Mr. Epwarps. We have received $13 million for the satellite and 
there have been other funds made available to us to add to the $13 
million. 

Senator Macnuson. If you did not have the Vanguard project or 
the satellite project, you would still be doing some of this work, would 
you not? 

Mr. Epwarps. We would still be working down here at the 15-mile 
level with Vikings and we would be doing none of the Vanguard work. 
Actually we had stopped the Viking work. 

Senator ELtenpEeR. Why did you do that? If it is so necessary, 
why do you not use your own research funds for this one? 

Captain Mretscer. We have to piece out the money, Senator 
Ellender, that the Nation can afford, and the various pieces of research 
which the Navy does, and we compare importances to the various 
kinds of research, and we have gotten to the point where the budgets 
were too tight to enable us to go on with the Vikings. As important 
as it is, we still could not get it into the program. 

Senator ELteNpER. So, through this program that was inaugurated 
on the occasion of the geophysical year, you seized upon the oppor- 
tunity to get more money in order to carry this through; is that correct? 

Captain Mrrscer. I would not say it that way at all. The Navy 
has exceptional capabilities in this line which are of great value to 


the IGY. 


LAUNCHING VEHICLE 


Let us go on to the next chart. The launching vehicle is a rocket 
about 75 feet long, as you undoubtedly know; 3 stages, colored there 
yellow, green, and red to separate them. Note the size of the man 
for a comparison of the size of the rocket. 

(Slide.) This shows the manner of launching it from the Patrick 
Air Force Base missile range in Florida. The Vanguard vehicle is 
launched vertically. It is soon inclined over toward the east to start 
in the direction of its trajectory. At first stage burn-out, the first 
stage is dropped and the second and third stages continue on, with the 
second stage igniting up to the third stage. At that point, the second 
stage burns out and the dead second and third stage continue coasting 
on until it gets to the top, at which point the rocket under control is 
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ing horizontally. At this point it is spun up, ignited and goes on. 
Also, the dead second stage falls off behind. 


FALLOUT DANGER FROM OPERATION 


Chairman Haypen. Is there any fallout from this operation that 
would injure anybody? 

Captain Mertscer. This is done out over the missile test range, 
over water, where all of this missile work is done. The missile testin: 
range personnel are in control of this, and they will use standar 
testing safety procedures for long-range rockets. The second stage 
falls out at about the range of a long-range rocket. 

At the initiation of the third-stage firing, the speed of the rocket is 
about 9,000 miles an hour. At the end of the third-stage operation, 
it has its speed necessary for orbit, 18,000 miles an hour, a speed 
much higher than has ever been achieved by any manmade effort. 

At this point, the satellite has reached such a speed that the cen- 
trifugal force as it goes around the earth counterbalances gravity. 
Another way to look at it is to say, as it falls towards the earth, the 
earth is falling away from it just as fast as it falls. 


ELLIPTICAL ORBIT 200 TO 1,500 MILES OUT 


[Slide.} Ideally, we would have a circular orbit about 300 miles 
out; but there will be slight errors in velocity and slight errors in 
direction, and these errors, if reasonable, will result in an elliptical 
orbit. We estimate the minimum altitude of an extreme orbit would 
be 200 miles going out to 1,400 or 1,500 miles. This is the point 
where the trajectory is closest to the earth. It will be the major de- 
terminant in fixing the orbit around the earth. Each time, it would 
slow down slightly until, ultimately, it would slow down and fall into 
the atmosphere, slowing more rapidly until finally it would disintegrate 
many, many miles above the earth’s surface. Nothing tangible would 
come to the earth’s surface. 

[Slide.} One of our tasks is to determine whether a satellite is 
actually in orbit. 

The ball you have seen simply is not large enough to be seen with 
the naked eye. Therefore, there is a radio transmitter going con- 
stantly inside the satellite, and a fence of stations has been set up 
at about this longitude, as you see, so that the satellite appears 
through the listening range of one of those stations every time around 
the earth. Those stations, incidentally, are set up and manned as 
the Army’s portion of this program. 

The Air Force program is furnishing the launching facilities down 
in Florida. 

We have an additional station at San Diego. Over that station 

will pass the satellite on its first orbit, so that it will be the first station, 
probably, to pick up the orbiting satellite. 
_ The one you see downrange at Antigua Island will observe for the 
initial launch and probably will indicate whether we achieve a satellite 
or not in a given launch. There is another station being set up in 
Australia. 
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FIRING OF TEST VEHICLES 


[Slide.| We fired the first test vehicle, which was a Viking rocket 
late last year, and I believe the 1st of May of this year we fired the 
second. 

This is a picture of the second one. Both of these rockets went off 
approximately on schedule. As you know, our obligation is to havea 
satellite up in orbit sometime during the Ccontiationt Yaak and, at this 
point, we are hopeful and we expect that we shall have a satellite ip 
orbit by the end of the International Geophysical Year, the end of 
December 1958. 

Senator EtLenpER. These instruments were made by the Navy? 

Captain Merscer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExLeENpER. Were they successful? 

Captain Merscer. Yes, sir; very successful to date. 

Soe ELLenDER. Who paid for that? Where did you obtain the 
funds? 

Captain Merrscer. This is part of this program that we_ have 
reported, part of the $110 million overall cost. Some of the Viking 
hardware, a very minor amount, had been inherited from the old 
Viking project. 

Chairman Haypen. This project is based upon the hope that you 
will have a satellite? 

Captain Merscsr. This is based on the knowledge that a satellite 
can be achieved, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. If the first one does not turn out and perform 
as you want it to, do you have another one coming along? 





TOTAL LAUNCHING VEHICLES 


Caprain Metscer. We have six satellite-launching vehicles on the 
program and coming along nicely. Prior to attempting launches for 
those 6, we will have a total of 5 test vehicles in addition to the 2 
Vikings. We have to go through the test program progressively; 
each subsequent firing following a previous successful one will epee 
more closely to the satellite philosophy, and, at some time during the 
test program, the satellite philosophy will be reached. At the point 
where we start with the launching vehicles themselves, the final six, 
everything going right, we will have a satellite. 

Let me say, however, that in respect to this, we have here not only 
a very forward-looking experimental program, but we are making the 
pattern in a realm that has never been experimented into, never been 
gone into before. New kinds of velocities—nothing has ever been in 
orbit before, and we are doing this on schedule. We re told we must 
have it done by the end of December 1958. We are doing our best. 
I think we are bringing to bear the best competence available any- 
where in the world. We can guarantee that we will do our best, and 
that best is very good, but we cannot say what the results will be 
that we are going to achieve. We know we can achieve results in 
this effort as in any other experimental program if we have substan- 
tially unlimited time and funds. 

Senator Magnuson. Why do you have to do it by December? 

Captain Merscer. It is extremely important thet this satellite fur- 
nish information during the IGY. With stations all over the globe 
being manned, simultaneous readings are being taken of geophysical 
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effects, atmospheric, magnetism, cosmic rays, and so forth, all over 
the world. 

This information should be coordinated and fitted in with that to 
get a coherent picture of what is going on in the earth. 


TOTAL COUNTRIES INVOLVED 


Senator MaGnuson. Approximately 60 some countries are involved. 


‘are they not? 


Captain Merscrr. That is correct. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. Are any nations interested in this financially 
besides the United States? 

Captain Merscer. In the International Geophysical Year, yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNnpeER. I am talking about this particular project. 

Captain Merscer. There will be visual observations of this 
program. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. I am talking about the expense. Are we bear- 
ing the whole cost of that project? 

Captain Merscer. The United States is bearing the entire cost 
connected with the launching of it. 


RUSSIAN PLANS TO LAUNCH SATELLITE 


Senator MaGnuson. Dr. Waterman testified that Russia was going 
to launch a satellite, too. 

Captain Merscer. I have read this in the newspapers, too. 

Senator Macnuson. He testified he had some information, I be- 
lieve, that Russia was going to launch one, too. 

Let me ask you this: You were talking about the Viking. This 
would be a new rocket to launch the satellite called the Vanguard; 
is that correct? 

Captain Merscer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maenuson. Is that Vanguard being built or is it built? 
Is it in existence? 

Captain Merscer. The initial test vehicle is now down at Patrick 
Air Force Base. 

Senator Macnuson. How many will you need? 


TOTAL LAUNCHING VEHICLES PLANNED 


Sag Merscer. We programed 11, the first 5 of which are test 
vehicles. 

Senator Macnuson. Are they being manufactured now or are they 
all made? 

Captain Mersasr. In process of manufacture except the first of 
the Vanguard satellite vehicles. 

Senator Macnuson. All of them will be ready for December, or 
it will be just 2 or 3? 

Captain Metscer. There is every indication that all will be deliv- 
ered and launched before the end of the Geophysical Year. There is 
always the possibility of slipping, and we have seen this ever so many 
times in research, 


93207—57——-8 





112 SUPPLEMENTAL ‘APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


CONTRACT FOR LAUNCHING VEHICLES 


Senator Maanuson, You have made the contract for the 11? 
Captain Mertscer. Yes, sir. 
Senator Macnuson. And I suppose they are not being built in any 
given place—there are a lot of parts that come from different people? 
Captain. Merserer. The prime contract is with Martin Co. in 
Baltimore. General Electric is building the first-stage engine. Aero- 
jet General is building the second stage and the third stage is being 
uilt by either Grand Central Rocket Co. or Allegheny Ballistics 
Laboratory. 
Senator Magnuson. That is all put together and assembled at 
Martin? 
Captain Merscer. That is correct, 


OBLIGATION AUTHORITY 


Senator Magnuson. What money did you use to pay for the work 
up to date? 

Captain Merscer. That is the obligation authority which has been 
given to us so far, sir. This is on an installment-type contract. We 
have not funded the contract to completion, of course. 

Senator Magnuson. The $34 million you are asking now—will that 
complete the contract? 

Captain Merscer. This completes the whole program including 
the contract. 

Senator Maanuson. For the 11 rockets? 

Captain Metsaemr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. And then the committee is to understand 
whether it is successful or not, and I think probably it will be, that the 
total cost is going to be more than $110 million? 

Captain Mertscer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maanuson. So, with the 11 rockets, you are hopeful to 
be able to do it by December 1958, and that will give you everything 
you will need; is that correct? 

Captain Metscer. That is the current estimate, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. This is the second supplemental we have had, 
$127 million, $134 million, and we still add to our Geophysical Year 
another $20 million, which is all of the other projects in the polar 
regions and all over, so the total cost would be at least $130 million for 
Congress for the Geophysical Year. 

Captain Merserr. I cannot respond to that. 

Senator Maanuson. But you can respond to the $110 million. 

Captain Merscer. Yes, sir. May I add my observation that if 
we do this by end end of 1958 for $110 million, this will be the quickest 
and cheapest rocket project that has ever been seen, and I think we 
may well doit. This is a bargain-basement job. 

Senator Maanuson. The rockets are not capable of other use? 


SATELLITES OF THE FUTURE 


Captain Merscrer. No, sir, but we are breaking a very tough trail. 
Behind us will come further satellites determining weather conditions, 
atmospheric conditions and other things. I think for the duration of 
this civilization, there will be satellites put up by man, getting infor- 
mation to make our lives better and our productivity better. 
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Senator Maacnuson, I am not questioning the value of this, because 
I am partially responsible for the initial appropriation, but Congress 
still has to know when they start out with $10 million for an Inter- 
national Geophysical Year in the original budget—not over a year 
ago, Congress should know that there is $100 million that has been 
added, and I hope it is worth $100 million, but we have to write the 
check, and that is a lot of money. 

I want to say I think all of the testimony—lI got a whole book here 
on it—you were at some of the meetings, Senator Ellender, and the 
record should show this is part of the whole Geophysical Year pro- 
gram, but a very important part, as far as the United States is con- 
cerned, the most costly part of our participation in the International 
Geophysical Year. 

Let me ask you this: You say the Army established those fields? 

Captain Mertscer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maanuson. Did they use their appropriation for that? 

Mr. Epwarps. A part of this $110 million was used for that work. 

Senator Magnuson. That is given to the Army so you will not find 
in the Army appropriation something for this, too? 

Mr. Epwarps. No; all of the funds for this are in the Department 
of Defense appropriation. 

Senator Maanuson. And it is given out to each department? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. Have they sent experts to all of these places? 

Mr. Epwarps. If they have not gone yet, they will be sent. 

Senator Magnuson. And the proper equipment is to be sent? 

Senator SaALronsTALL. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Magnuson. Yes, sir. 


COORDINATION OF PROGRAM 


Senator SALronsTaLL. Has the Senator inquired about the admin- 
istration of all of this? Is it all under one head? Is the Army, Navy 
and Air Force coordinating? 

Senator Magnuson. | think there is coordination. 

Senator ELLeNprER. That is one time when we have unification. 

Senator Magnuson. The Navy is doing the major work, as I 
understand it, on getting the satellite prepared. The National 
Science Foundation is doing the major work on the scientific work of 
the satellite itself. 

Captain Merseer. The coordinator and director is the Chief of 
Naval Research, and this is a very fine three-service operation. It is 
going smoothly and nicely as possible. 

Senator Macnuson. How does the National Science Foundation 
participate? 

Captain Merscrr. The International Geophysical Year program 
as a whole is under the National Science Foundation and the National 
Academy of Sciences. 

Senator Maanuson. I think we should have appropriated you 
folks the $13 million directly and not appropriate to the Science 
Foundation for them to give it back to you, particularly if the Navy 
is in charge of the program. 

Senator Smirx. Do I understand then that the Navy has full 
responsibility and authority for it? 
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Captain Mrtserr. Subject to the policy and direction of the 
Department of Defense, the Navy does have that. 

Senator Smrru. The Department of Defense can come in and veto 
or take over if it so desires? 

Captain Mrrsanur. Yes, ma’am. 

Senator Smita. Then you do not have the full authority? 

Captain Merscrer. We have the full executive authority and 
responsibility to the Department of Defense. 

Senator Samira. If anything goes wrong, do we go to you or the 
Department of Defense? 

Captain Merscer. You may go through the Department of 
Defense, but it ends up in our laps. 

Senator Maanuson. I cannot talk to Dr. Waterman and his crowd 
down there if anything goes wrong? They started all of this. 

Captain Merscer. I would like to introduce Dr. John Hagen, 
director of the Vanguard project. ; 

Senator ELLenpeER. Before you go to that, I would like to clear up 
another point. 

As I understand it, one rocket similar to the one that you pictured 
awhile ago would be used to take the satellite and put it into position; 
is that correct? 

Captain Mertseer. A three-stage rocket. 

Senator ELLenper. You said 11 rockets would be built and only 
one is necessary to take it up. Why are the others necessary? 

Senator Maanuson. It may not stay there. 

Senator ELLENDER. Once it is released, you cannot use it any more? 

Captain Merscer. In these experimental programs, it is seldom 
that the first attempt works. 

Senator ELtenpeEr. In other words, you are going to have more 
than one of these little satellites ready? 

Captain Merscer. Yes, sir; we have six ready. 

Senator EttenpER. So that you may need but one, but you will 
have extra ones in case the first one does not work well? 

Captain Merscer. I would like to ask Dr. Hagen to respond to 
this. Dr. Hagen is the director of the Vanguard program. 

Senator Ettenpver. | would like him also to state why he selected 
the number “11.” 


TOTAL SATELLITE LAUNCHING VEHICLES PROGRAMED 


Dr. Hacen. If I could correct the record, Captain Metsger made 
a slip of the tongue. The number is 13. 

Senator ELLeENDER. That is my lucky number. I was going to 
suggest you take 13 instead of 11. 

r. Hacen. To straighten out the numbers, as Captain Metsger 
pointed out, there is a test vehicle program prior to the program for 
the launching of the satellites. This is a new vehicle, and each of the 
components must be carefully tested prior to the announced attempts. 

Senator ELLenpeER. Will those tests be made on an individual 
basis, each part? 

Dr. Hacen. Yes, sir; one will follow the other. They are now in 
progress. The tests will consume seven of the vehicles. At the end 
of that time, then there will be six identical satellite launching vehicles. 
The only difference between them will be in the experiments which are 
in the satellites themselves. These might differ a bit. 
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Senator Maanuson. In other words, if this one works first, then 
ou may have five more up there, but each one serves a different 

ction. Is the emphasis on a different function? . 

Dr. Haaen. Yes, sir; they are quite different functions. At the 
present time, they are presently writing four major experiments which 
are planned for the satellites. Each of them has two chances of 
success. If they do not succeed, then they are not tried anymore. 
The next one is given a chance. If we had phenomenal success and 
all four got up, then there are a great many experiments in the back- 
ground, two of which would be selected to complete the trial. 

Senator ELLENpeER. Is that the satellite or the vehicle which carries 
it? 

Dr. HaGen. It is a 20-inch sphere. 


DIFFERENT FUNCTIONS OF SATELLITES 


Senator ELLENDER. You say that each satellite will have a different 
function; is that correct? 

Dr. Hacen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you select the best of the six? 

Dr. Hacen. In the beginning, there is a selection made, and the 
first satellite attempt, for example, will have a solar ultraviolet experi- 
ment. It will measure the radiation from the sun and it will also 
measure the conditions in the atmosphere, and then there are three 
succeeding experiments chosen—measurement of cosmic rays for the 
second satellite; measurement of the magnetic field of the earth for 
the third, and then a weather experiment for the fourth. If these are 
used up, then there are a multitude of other experiments that can be 
used. 

At the present writing, however, we have planned it through the 
first 4, not expecting to have to use more than 4. 

Senator MaGnuson. As you proceed, if this works out with the 4 
and you want to go to other experiments, then you would be required 
to build at least 2 more rockets, 2 more Vanguards? 

Dr. Hacen. Just the satellite. We have no plans for making 
further vehicles. 

Senator MaGnuson. Suppose you put the four up there doing the 
job you say, each in its own field; what you think you want to find out; 
then you may discover that you want to find out a fifth thing, so 
then you would have to build another rocket? 

Dr. Hagen. No, sir. 

Senator MaGnuson. You would not have enough. 

Dr. Hacren. We have six vehicles. If we had phenomenal success, 
then we would have two left. 

Senator Magnuson. When the two are completed 

Dr. Hacen. That is the end of the program. 

Senator Magnuson. You may want to go on with it even after the 
Geophysical Year. 

Dr. Hacen. If the scientific results were such that it did open up 
something new, then certainly there would be great pressure to investi- 
gate that further and carry on in whatever direction was opened up. 

Senator Macenuson. I hope that you will do this so that the com- 
mittee will understand. I hope that next year, whatever you think 
you need or whatever is required to make this program successful, you 
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will come up here and one, department will have charge of it and 
one department will have one appropriation. 


SELECTION OF NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY FOR JOB 


Dr. Hacen. Just to answer a question Senator Ellender asked 
earlier, as to why were we in the program. At the time the program 
was first announced by the President, he turned to Mr. Wilson and 
directed him to undertake the problem of building the satellite and 
putting it in an orbit. In the Department of Defense, the Naval 
Research Laboratory was selected, because of its past experience in 
this kind of work, to do the job. It is not something that we went 
after to replace the Viking work that was then coming to an end. 
These two happened to come at approximately the same time. 

Senator Smrru. I want to go back to the responsibility and author- 
ity, because it is always so difficult to follow through on the clear line 
of authority. 

I sat through the hearings on the second supplemental bill when we 
first went into this program. May I ask again, rather than asking 
if it fails, if it is a success, will the Navy get the credit for it? 

Dr. Hacen. I wish I could tell you. I think the Navy certainly 
has the responsibility for the management of the program. However, 
if this is a success, there is room for praise in many directions, and 
there are a great many people in other departments who are con- 
tributing to the success of it. 

Senator Smiru. I realize that, but if you are to have the full re- 
sponsibility, you should have the authority to go along with it, and 
whatever the results are, they should be known and where they come 
from. 

FUNCTIONS OF NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Senator Magnuson. I want to ask one further question, Doctor. 
Maybe you can help me. 

We gave the National Science Foundatioa the $27 million, of which 
$18 million was used on this program; $13 million went directly to the 
Navy, or that is the expenditure of $12 million for the work that was 
done, so, the National Science Foundation was doing someplace in 
this program $5 million worth of work. Can you tell the record what 
they are doing so we know what they are doing. 

Dr. Hagen. To the best of my ability—and this helps to answer 
in part your question, Senator Smith—the Nationa! Science Founda- 
tion and the National Academy of Sciences in the program has this 
responsibility: first, to choose the scientific experiments that will be 
placed in the satellite and to name the experimenter, the laboratory, 
or group which will carry out each of the experiments. For that, 
they have set aside some of their funds. 


OPTICAL TRACKING OF SATELLITES 


In addition, the National Academy is doing the optical tracking of 
the satellites. The optical tracking plus the scientific experimenta- 
tion. The cost of that runs something like $5.2 million.. The rest of 
the funds are transferred to the Navy. 

Senator MaGnuson. For the management and a lot of the Vanguard 
project, and the rocket and the thing itself? 
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Dr. HaGeEn. Yes, sir. 

Senator MaGnuson. And the Navy is asking for more money on 
top of this to complete their part of the project for the rocket and 
for everything else? 

Dr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Senator Macnuson. The reason I am so insistent on this is because 
we appropriate money to the National Science Foundation and then 
we appropriate extra money to them for the International Geophysical 
Year, of which they then gave you some of this money. Now, the 
Navy is asking for extra money for their part of the Vanguard 
program which is part of the International Geophysical Year. 

Dr. Hacen. It never has been made very straight in the record. I 
can appreciate that. 

Captain Metscer. We have a 3-minute film which might be very 
interesting. It shows this project in a capsule form. 

Senator MaGnuson. There is a $110 million admission price for this. 

Captain Merscer. This is how we use $110 million in 3 minutes. 

(Motion picture shown to the committee.) 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your appearance. 

General Moore, do you have a statement you wish to make to 
answer Senator Saltonstall’s questions? 


AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS 


General Moore. I have conferred with the appropriate representa- 
tives of the Department, and I am authorized to state that the sub- 
stitution by the committee of authority to derive the funds requested 
by transfer is acceptable to the Department. Within the hour, I will 
submit to the committee a proposed draft of revision to accomplish 
the purpose. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you, general Moore. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would it not be helpful to have you give 
that information to the House committee, because the House has not 
yet passed it, and it would accelerate and perhaps give a better feeling 
of unanimity if the House sent it over that way. 

Chairman Haypen. I think that is an excellent suggestion. 

General Moore. I will do that immediately. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


UNITED States ScIENTIFIC SATELLITE 


For necessary expenses for the United States Scientific Satellite, $34,200,000, 
to be derived by transfer from such annual appropriations available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense as may be determined by the Secretary of Defense, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That within thirty days after the end of each 
quarter the Secretary of Defense shall render to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and the House of Representatives a full report of the transfers 
made pursuant to this authority. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Chairman Haypren. Gentlemen, if there is nothing further, the 
committee is recessed until Monday morning at 10:30. 

(Thereupon the committee recessed at 12:15 p.m. Friday, August 
2, 1957, to reconvene at 10:30 a. m. Monday, August 5, 1957.) 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 5, 1957 


Unrrep Srarres SENATs, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:40 a. m., in room 
F-37, the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Robertson, 
Magnuson, Thye, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


STATEMENT OF LOY W. HENDERSON, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY 
FOR ADMINISTRATION 


TRIBUTE TO SENATOR GEORGE 


Chairman Haypren. We have present a representative of the State 
Department, Mr. Henderson. I believe you wanted to say a word, 
Mr. Henderson. 

Mr. Henpverson. Mr. Chairman, I hope you will consider it not 
inappropriate for me to tell you how deeply thousands of members of 
the Foreign Service and of the State Department grieve over the 
death of your distinguished ex-colleague, Senator George. During 
the last 30 years uo one, I believe, has played a greater and a more 
distinguished and effective role in the field of our foreign relations 
than has Senator George. His cooperation with the State Depart- 
ment and with the various Secretaries of State regardless of party has, 
I believe, contributed a great deal to the strong international position 
of the United States. We would not like to have this day pass without 
expressing to you as a Member of the Senate and as an ex-colleague 
our sympathy at the loss of this great man. 

Also, we are sending messages to his widow and we shall always 
cherish his memory in the State Department and the Foreign Service. 

Chairman Haypren. Thank you very much for that statement. 

I served with Senator George all the time that I have been in the 
Senate and am deeply grieved at his loss. 
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UNIVERSAL AND INTERNATIONAL EXHIBITION OF BRUSSELS 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD S. CULLMAN, UNITED STATES COM. 
MISSIONER GENERAL FOR BRUSSELS EXHIBITION; ACCOM. 
PANIED BY JAMES S, PLAUT, DEPUTY UNITED STATES COM. 
MISSIONER GENERAL; KATHERINE G. HOWARD, DEPUTY UNITED 
STATES COMMISSIONER GENERAL; THURSTON J. DAVIES, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BRUSSELS EXHIBITION; RICHARD (, 
SULLIVAN, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; 
GERSON H. LUSH, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE, BRUSSELS 
EXHIBITION; AND BEN POSNER, BUDGET OFFICER, UNITED 
STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 


ESTIMATES AND JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypen. We can take up to begin with the President's 
special international program, Brussels Exhibition, with an estimate 
of $2,889,000. 


I will place the estimates and justifications in the record. 
(The information referred to follows: ) 


(Budget estimate, H. Doc. 213) 
FuNnps APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


For an additional amount for the ‘‘President’s special international program”, 
including uniforms or allowances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U. 8. C. 2181), 
$2,889,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That the amount made 
available under this head in the Departments of State and Justice, the Judiciary, and 
Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1958, for United States participation in the 
Universal and International Exhibition of Brussels, 1958, is increased from 
“$6 500,000" to $9,389,000.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


This request of $2,889,000 is to supplement appropriations of $11,800,000 pre- 
viously provided for United States participation in the Universal and International 
Exhibition to be held in Brussels, Belgium, in 1958, and will provide for certain 
unforeseen cost increases and additional exhibits and presentations. Participation 
was authorized by the International Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair Par- 
ticipation Act of 1956. 
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Funds statement, by activity 





hae 
Appro- Pending 
Total esti- | priated Supple- Appro- Appro- supple- 
Activity mated fiscal mental priated priated mental 
require- year fiscal year | fiscal year to date fiscal 
ments 1957 1957 1958 year 
1958 
I, Construction costs: 
(a) Architectural services....; $280,000 | $280,000 |.......-....|-.-.----.--- $280, 000 |......-.-. 
(b) Site development and 
construction .-_._.- 5, 154, 000 |2,040,000 | $1,300,000 | $1,735,000 | 5,075,000 $79, 000 


5, 434, 000 |2, 320,000 | 1,300,000 | 1,735,000 | 5,355,000 79, 000 





Il. Exhibit program: 
(a) United States Na- 
tional Pavilion ex- 
hibits and opera- 


ES elec rah 4, 800, 000 [1,064,000 |....._...... 2,661,000 | 3,725,000 | 1,075,000 
(5) International Sci- 
ence Section _____-- 840,000 | 230,000 |..-.._....-. 270, 000 500, 000 340, 000 


(c) International Fine 
































Arts Section____.-- , 000 NE Citrate 29, 000 Oe bende naeee 
(d) Performing arts pro- 
TE aaa eel 1, 150, 000 GD No etiaciietnes 760, 000 800, 000 350, 000 
(e) Public affairs pro- | 
gram (publications 
and information) - - 280, 000 RA sete Seat teins 210, 000 EO Te adits 
7, 110, 000 |1, 416,000 |__..-------- 3, 930,000 | 5,345,000 | 1,765, 000 
Ill. Administration: Pine — 
(a) Personal services. - .- 782, 000 196, G6 fo0c52.25..2- 667, 585 782,000 P53 .222<5.- 
oR - Sea 318,000 | 150,585 |-........-.- 167, 415 318, 000 |...-...... 
I, 100, 0e0.| 200, Uae 1-.--...-.. 8. 835,000 | 1,100,000 |__..._-_-- 
IV. Insurance. ..........-.-- wile WO Gee fo eb 2b eet Oo shi Bee AA 115, 000 
NS <b wasn » Stinldittndecthtasa OO 1c. edie a ddwe ddd ga hesiudinkabek 430, 000 
VI. Pavilion program and ex- | | 
hibit brochure__.........-- I Se arses ce Salis anon asc-en once taneliaden sien ies ae 300, 000 
VII. Contingency --..........-.-- 200, 000 |__....---- poe LDL Mi Alois RB Zddi ee 200, 000 
Total obligations.........- | 14, 689,000 |4, 000,000 | 1,300,000 | 6, 500,000 | 11, 800,000 | 2, 889, 000 








Supplemental funds in the activities shown are urgently required to provide 
a representative and adequate United States participation among those of the 
more than 40 other nations participating in the exhibition. This request reflects 
the circumstances confronting the timing of the American program (the exhibi- 
tion will open April 17, 1958) and the intensive competitive efforts being made 
by the Soviet Union to provide a superior exhibit to the estimated 35 million 
spectators attending the exhibition.. Also the request includes funds for taxes, 
pavilion program and brochure and contingencies. 

The activities necessitating the request for supplemental funds are: 

I. B. Site development and construction, $79,000 

Our engineering staff in Brussels presented on July 5 an analysis of the con- 
struction budget as it stands at present. The overall estimate shows an increase 
of $79,000 in construction costs, of which $45,000 is for an overall increase. of 
4 percent in wages resulting from a Belgian Government settlement of a national 
strike of construction workers. The additional $34,000 represents the contractor’s 
estimate in excess of the original estimate based on preliminary drawings. The 
original budget request was $5,075,000; the estimated requirement is $5,154,000. 


II, A. Pavilion exhibits and operation, $1,075,000 


The Belgian exhibition officials have announced that the grounds will be open 
from 10 a. m. to 11 p. m. 7 days a week. 

An increase in this item is required to provide an adequate pavilion exhibit 
rogram and to permit operation of the pavilion on this 13-hour, 7-day-a-week 
asis so as to give the United States the maximum opportunity to reach the 
anticipated 35 million visitors to the exhibition. The currently available 
$3,725,000 will not permit full utilization of the pavilion space and facilities nor 
adequate operational staff, allowing only $1,825,000 for pavilion exhibits, the 
heart of the American program, and $1,900,000 for operation of the pavilion. 
An increase of $675,000 is sought for additional construction and procurement of 
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exhibits and it is considered necessary that an increase of $400,000 be authorized 
to meet operation requirements for the pavilion. 

The estimates for the pavilion exhibits and operation program have been based 
on a substantive program. The funds now available will not permit complete 
implementation of this program and will require specific elimination of pro 
exhibits and nonutilization of pavilion space. Reduced availability of onal for 
the operation of the pavilion will result in a curtailment of either the length of 
the daily operation or its general operational effectiveness, neither of which ig g 
desirable situation in view of the location of the United States pavilion between 
those of the U. 8. 8. R. and the Vatican. 


II. B. International science section, $340,000 


In cooperation with the National Science Foundation, committees of eminent 
scientists were brought together to organize American participation in the inter. 
national science exhibition. These committees have done an enormous amount 
of work and have received gifts of exhibit material from a large number of private 
corporations. It is the feeling of all of the scientific committees that $840,000 is 
the minimum with which they can adequately display to the world the contribu- 
tion American pure science is making to the advancement of mankind. The 
scientists have stated as recently as July 12, 1957, that they cannot do the job 
adequately with the funds currently available, and that a poor American exhibit 
in what is to be the fair’s most important international activity would be worse 
than no exhibit at all. 


II. D. Performing aris program, $350,000 


The leading nations of the world, together with most of the other smaller nations 
participating in the exhibition will present performing arts presentations as part 
of their exhibition programs. Many nations have included an auditorium in 
their pavilions and the U. 8. 8. R., like the United States, has equipped its audi- 
torium for live presentations. 

The presently available funds provide for a limited program of American musis 
and dance, and a total of 10 weeks of live performance of typical American music, 
drama, and dance, all within the United States auditorium-theater. In addition, 
programs are planned for the “‘national days’’ (days on which each participating 
nation presents a special program before a select international audience; July 2 to 
4 for the United States). 

The increase of $350,000 is requested to provide more complete utilization of the 
auditorium facility since the funds currently available will provide a program for 
only 10 weeks of the 26 weeks of the exhibition. The increase will enable the 
extension of the program to 17 weeks or more and will provide more adequate 
participation in international festivals including collegiate and other amateur 
groups in the fields of drama, music, and dance. The program, including the 
requested supplemental funds, assumes substantial private contributions. 


IV. Insurance, $115,000 


Since the last budget submission, information was received from Belgian 
authorities that fire insurance on the pavilion and other areas of United States 
exhibits, liability insurance, and workmen’s compensation insurance are man- 
datory under Belgian law. In addition, all risk coverage of extremely valuable 
exhibit materials is essential. Based upon a review of insurance rates, the total 
amount required is $115,000. 


V. Taxes, $430,000 


After the original justification had been prepared, it was announced by the 
Belgian officials that all nations, including the United States, might be obligated 
to the payment of certain Belgian taxes. The major Belgian taxes involved are @ 
5 percent sales tax on materials and a 5 percent invoice tax on the full amount of 
the basic contract. Repeated assurances had been given by the Belgian Govern- 
ment that every consideration would be given to waiving these taxes. Despite 
such assurances, the efforts of the American Embassy, and vigorous protests 
from all other nations, the United States was advised on July 5, 1957, that the 
taxes would be levied. 

The estimated total of all taxes aggregates $430,000, resulting from the purchase 
of Belgian materials and the handling of program needs under Belgian contracts. 
The major tax affecting this project is the 5-percent invoice tax which, when ap- 


plied to the pavilion construction contract alone, amounts to approximately 
$265,000. 









< 


=a2asd 7284 wewsa 


es ee 


, errr 





— oer es ae a 


oeawr tt BSB OW ore er 


@ ad ‘Vern 


@ 


on D 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 123 


VI. Pavilion program and exhibit brochure, $300,000 


It is deemed essential that the visitor to the United States national pavilion 
receive a multilanguage booklet which will serve both as a descriptive supplement 
to the exhibits and as a general informational source on the United States and its 

icipation in the exhibition. The distribution of such booklets is customary 
at international exhibitions of this stature, and it is understood that other partici- 
pating nations are providing appropriate material. 

The $300,000 requested for this item will provide a modestly sized booklet 
which will serve the required purpose although it will not be comparable to the 
elaborate brochures being contemplated by some participating nations, The 
pooklets will be distributed solely at the United States pavilion in Brussels. 

This item had previously been discussed in the original budget presentation as 

of the public affairs program. Later review indicated that the booklet 
would more appropriately be presented as a separate item. 


VII. Contingency, $200,000 


Experience has indicated that with the increasing pressures and inflations in all 
areas, particularly in European and Belgian materials and manpower, and in view 
of the difficulties of trying to accomplish a program of this magnitude in the short 
time allotted, a contingency fund of at least $200,000 is essential. Should the 
contingency requirement not arise, these funds will be returned to the Treasury. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


In accordance with the requirements of the act of September 1, 1954, as 
amended (5 U. S. C. 2131), it is necessary that appropriate language be included 
in the appropriation legislation to authorize the purchase of uniforms required for 
guides, ushers, and other operational personnel so that they may present a neat 
appearance and be readily identified with the United States exhibit. This is most 
desirable, since it is understood that the other participating nations will have dis- 
tinctive national uniforms for their pavilion-operating personnel. 


Reconciliation of estimated obligations by fiscal year and object class with approved 
appropriations and supplemental request 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATION 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Cullman. 

Mr. Cuttman. The supplemental appropriation which is before 
you is in the amount of $2,889,000 for the United States participation 
in the Brussels Universal and International Exhibition, 1958. This 
supplemental appropriation would bring the total appropriation for 
this project to $14,689,000. That total is less than the $15 million 
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which was identified with this project when it was authorized in July 
1956. This less-than-$15 million total stands in spite of increased 
labor costs, taxes, and other added costs that until recently were 
indeterminable. ‘There is before you a document which provides 
details of the factors which require this supplemental appropriation, 
Before requesting permission to come before your committee, 
United States program needs were discussed with the State Depart- 
ment, the Operations Coordinating Board, and the Bureau of the 
Budget. They fully support the additional appropriation in order to 
give the United States first-rate exhibits and programs in Brussels 
next year. 
INTERNATIONAL CHARACTER OF FAIR 


As you know, this will be a world’s fair and not a trade fair. Be- 
cause of its exceptional one-time, international character, responsibility 
for the Brussels Fair has been placed in the Department of State. 
With more than 40 nations and a number of international organiza- 
tions participating, it will be the principal focus of world attention 
during the spring, summer, and autumn of 1958. Between 35 and 40 
million visitors are expected. 

Construction of the United States pavilion is now well underway 
and, barring unforeseeen developments, will be completed in time to 
meet the December 31 deadline. The United States will have a 
magnificent pavilion, excellently situated in the north part of the 
fair’s international section between the pavilions of the Soviet Union 
and the Vatican. We hope that each of you can get to Brussels next 
summer. We are sure you will be quite proud of your Nation’s 
pavilion. 

However, the pavilion is the crux of the problem which is before 
you today. It is a beautiful structure, but it is a building predicated 
on a total project budget of $15 million. The building was designed 
for the State Department by an architect selected by the American 
Institute of Architects. His design was completed late in 1956—as a 
matter of fact, just before my appointment. The design was accepted 
immediately after the official organization of the project in January 
of this year, for two reasons: (1) because construction had to start at 
once if the building was to be ready for the fair’s opening, and (2) 
because the estimated cost was in general accord with the cost reported 
to Congress in July 1956. 

Senator ELLenpErR. Was that architect an American? 

Mr. Cutiman. He is an American, Senator Ellender. His name is 
Edward Stone. If I am correct, I think he did the Embassy at 
New Delhi or Damascus. He is a man of outstanding ability and I 
am most enthusiastic about his plans. 


TYPE AND COST OF PAVILION 


Senator ELLENpER. This whole building is brick, mortar and glass? 

Mr. Cutiman. Brick, mortar, and plastic. 

Senator ELLenper. And steel? 

Mr. Cuuttman. To a large extent I would say brick and some 
steel, but the roof and surrounding part is plastic, which I think 
comes from the good old State of New Hampshire. 

Senator ELuenpeEr. It is a permanent building. 
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Mr. CutLtMAN. No, sir, it will be demolished six months from the 
fair opening the same as all buildings in the fair. 

Senator ELLeNDER. I think it will remain. 

Mr. Cutiman. I hope so. 

When $15 million was considered to be the yardstick for the project, 
the pavilion’s cost represented about 35 percent. But when the 
project’s total appropriation was reduced to $11,800,000, the pavilion’s 
cost became almost one-half of the total. In effect, the yardstick 
which we inherited has become little more than 2 feet long. With 
more than $5 million invested in the pavilion, there just isn’t enough 
left to meet program requirements which are in part dictated by the 
puilding’s sheer size. 

It is unfortunate, but true, that with the funds available now the 
United States will not receive full value for the money it is investing 
in the fair. The pavilion will be a wonderful shell, but inside there 
will be large gaps of emptiness where there should be substance. 
The pavilion’s auditorium-theater, which should be used for a wide 
ae ot activities, will be blacked out for longer periods than it is 
lighted. 


SOVIET PAVILION 


As you may know, many of the Iron Curtain countries are partici- 
pating in the fair. The Soviet Union, which will occupy a site im- 
mediately adjacent to that of the United States, will have a pavilion 
larger than. America’s and reportedly will spend well in excess of the 
$15 million originally considered for United States participation. 
I might add that our best information is thet press reports of the 
recent Youth Festival in Moscow indicate the importance which the 
U.S. S. R. places on the propaganda value of international festivals 
and suggests the effort they will make in Brussels. 

During my recent trip to Brussels, Ambassador Folger expressed 

at concern for United States participation. Ambassador Folger 
elt that the fair was one of the most important and challenging 
opportunities facing the United States since World War I, and he 
referred constantly to the tremendous impact our perticipation could 
make, particularly on visitors from the Iron Curtain coustries. 


STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR FOLGER 


The ambassador has submitted a statement in support of this sup- 
plemental appropriation and with your permission I would like the 
privilege of reading it to this committee. 


I have just been informed that draft legislation calling for a supplementary 
budget of $2,889,000 for United States participation in the Brussels Exhibition 
1958 will shortly be presented to the congressional committee concerned. In my 
capacity as United States Ambassador to Belgium I wish to make a strong plea 
in support of such a request. 

It is my understanding the authorizing legislation for United States participation 
in Brussels Exhibition envisaged a budget of $15 million, and on this basis plans 
Were originally drawn up for the program. The magnificent building to house 
the United States exhibits, which is itself already receiving its share of favorable 
publicity in Europe, will cost $5 million. Construction is proceeding ahead of 
schedule, and even if it were desirable to renegotiate the building contract and 
modify the size and character of the structure, it is far too late to do so. 
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PROBABLE COST OF BUILDING IN THE UNITED STATES 


Senator ELLENDER. Suppose a structure of a similar nature were 
built in the United States. What do you think the cost would be? 

Mr. Cuniman. I think, Senator, and this is guesswork on my part, 
that it probably would cost, according to my experience with the port 
authority, about 50 percent more but that is a guess, Senator. I have 
not the facts. The Ambassador’s statement continues: 


If we may consider the building as one factor of our undertaking at the Brussels 
Exhibition, a still more important factor is that of managerial talent. Since my 
assignment to Brussels I have been closely associated with Mr. Howard Cullman, 
the United States Commissioner General. I have been singularly impressed by 
his ability, his energy and single-minded dedication to the proposition the United 
States exhibit must be nothing less than first rate. We may regard ourselves as 
fortunate that the United States participation will be in the hands of an American 
of the caliber of Mr. Cullman. It has been my privilege to meet a number of 
those serving on Mr. Cullman’s staff. In my opinion they represent a high 
degree of skill and energy. 

However, a building plus management do not guarantee success without the 
third and equally important factor; namely, an exhibit program and the funds 
necessary to support it. Mr. Cullman and his staff have estimated, on the basis 
of the experience of other similar world’s fairs, that operation and exhibits for a 
first-rate show to be housed in our pavilion will require an expenditure of $10 
million. The Brussels Exhibition is not a trade fair. The Belgian exhibition 
authorities, far from being interested in which country makes the best washing 
machines or automobiles, have asked that each participating nation put on display 
the multiplicity of facets of its way of life and show, culturally as well as 
materially, its contributions to the richness of human existence on this planet. 
What nation is in a better position to do this both effectively and honestly than 
the United States? We, who have so varied and full a life of which to be proud, 
have a great opportunity before us. 

The Belgians are expecting 35 million visitors to their exhibition. In view 
of the position of world leadership in which our country has found itself sinee 
the last war, we can expect most of these visitors to be drawn to our pavilion by 
a lively curiosity to learn as much about us as we are prepared to show them, 
They will be expecting the best. Hence, anything falling short would lead not 
only to disappointment, but could reduce the esteem in which our country is 
held abroad and be harmful to our prestige. It will not be inexpensive to convey 
to the world, at Brussels in 1958, a well-rounded impression of American life, 
including our material achievements and the things of the spirit—drama, fine arts 
music—which only together explain why our citizens enjoy as satisfying a life 
as any on earth. I strongly urge that sympathetic consideration be given to 
the request for a supplemental appropriation, so that the United States will be 
able to meet fully the expectations not only of the rest of the world, but, I am 
sure, of our own people. 


Signed, John Clifford Folger. 


DISTRIBUTION OF APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Gentlemen, the details of the request for the supplemental appro- 
priation are in the document now before you. The amount of 
$2,889,000 includes $1,075,009 for construction and operation of the 
pavilion exhibit program; $340,000 for the international science 
section; $350,000 for the performing arts program; $115,000 for 
insurance; $430,000 for payment of taxes; $300,000 for a pavilion 
exhibit brochure; $79,000 for the construction of the pavilion which is 
added cost; and $200,000 for a contingency fund, which is approxi- 
mately one-half percent of our total budget allowed, which is the 
norm in ‘these times. 
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BELGIAN TAX ITEM 


Senator ELLENDER. What about this $430,000 item for taxes? 

Mr. Cuttman. The Belgian Government has a 5 percent tax on all 
business in Belgium. We and all other nations are being taxed the 
5 percent. It is on materials and contracts. Ambassador Folger 
has vigorously pursued the matter. The Minister of Finance is 
adamant that he will not make any exceptions and we and the Rus- 
sians, the Canadians and the Greeks and all of us must pay this tax. 
We are still working on it. Iam not toohopeful. It is an additional 

ent of $350,000 and the $115,000 is insurance we must take in 
Be ium. They insist on compensation, fire, accident, and so forth. 

Some of these items are new and unforeseen costs. One is the 
matter of taxes. Belgium along with other European countries has 
taxes on all business transactions. There was every reason to believe 
that these taxes, as applied to fair participation, would be waived at 
the unanimous request of all participating nations. However, on 
July 16th, the Belgian Finance Minister formally advised that it 
would be impossible to obtain a waiver. The taxes, therefore, will 
be assessed against each of the nations participating. Another new 
cost which could not be foreseen results from a general strike of 
construction workers in Belgium which resulted in a government 
settlement of a 4 percent wage increase applicable to us and all other 
participating nations. 

We have detailed cost estimates on the entire program and are 
prepared to review them with you. It must be pointed out that if the 
American program is limited to the $11,800,000 currently appropri- 
ated, the United States will have a magnificent but partially empty 
pavilion. Support from American industry, always anticipated, is 
now being received, but it cannot substitute for the required Govern- 
ment financing. 

RESULTS OF INADEQUATE FINANCING 


Under current funds available, the performing arts program will 
be but a token effort in contrast to the programs of other nations and 
especially that of the U.S. S. R. United States participation in the 
international science section will be so inadequate that the 30 leading 
American scientists, who have been developing the science exhibits, 
have indicated that thev will refuse to be identified with them. And 
there is every evidence that the Soviet Union is waiting for the 
opportunity to provide additional exhibits to replace America’s in 
this international scientific undertaking. 

These are recognizable results of inadequate financing. In a broad 
but very real sense, it must also be said that the sum total of American 
participation will be less than first-rate—indeed, in my opinion, less 
than second-rate—unless this Nation can provide the minimum funds 
to get all parts of the job done properly. 


STATEMENT OF HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 


A statement made by the House Committee on Foreign Affairs last 
year has singular pertinence. Commenting on enabling legislation 
for fair participation, the committee said: 

_ it is estimated that the cost will be of the magnitude of $15 million. It is 
Important that the United States act promptly in order to participate in the fair. 
9 


93207—57 
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You may recall, gentlemen, that Senators Lyndon Johnson, Bridges 
Saltonstall and Fulbright, all members of this committee, expressed jn 
Senate debate their feeling that the 1958 appropriation for the United 
States participation was inadequate. 


SUMMATION OF JUSTIFICATION 


In summary, gentlemen, the need for this supplemental approprig. 
tion cannot be overemphasized. We have thoroughly reviewed 
participation in the program, and its needs with the State Department 
with the Board, and the Bureau of the Budget. We have come back 
to the Congress because our program must necessarily be planned 
on the basis of funds made available this year. 

The exhibition will open next April. The funds are needed now 
so that our planning may be finalized. Actually, the appropriation 
is in general accord with the total appropriation which the Senate 
approved early this year, with the addition of those costs indetermi- 
nable at the time of the earlier hearing. 

We have complied with both the letter and spirit of the previous 
reports of the House and Senate committees. As directed by the 
House, private legal counsel is no longer retained, and as directed 
by both the House and Senate committees, the domestic phase of the 
Public Affairs Program has been eliminated and the entire Public 
Affairs Program reexamined and drastically reduced. 

In addition, the House committee’s report was indirectly critical 
of the musical comedy phase of the Performing Arts Program. | 
cannot help but feel that this resulted primarily from a misunderstand- 
ing, but I wish to point out that in our current plans, American musical 
comedy represents only 6 weeks of the program, or less than one- 
seventh of the total number of performances we hope to present. 


NONAVAILABILITY OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES 


The House committee directed us to make use of foreign currencies 
to the maximum extent possible. We have been advised by the State 
Department that such currencies are not available at this time for 
our use, but we shall be alert to future possibilities, 

I am deeply honored to be before you today to discuss this most 
urgent matter. I wish to thank you for your courtesy and attention. 
I hope I shall be privileged to have you visit the pavilion at Brussels 
next year. 

Less than 9 months from today the United States will open its door 
to the world in Brussels. The United States should be proud of what 
the world will find there. Under our present formula, that is 
impossible. 

Thank you very much, 


NEW ITEMS IN REQUEST 


Chairman Haypen. I note that there are about $1 million of new 
items; that is, insurance, taxes, pavilion exhibit, and the contingency 
fund. These were not previously estimated. 

Mr. Cuttman. This is correct, Senator. If we take the $430,000 
for taxes, the $115,000 for insurance, that is $545,000; approximately 
$80,000 increased labor cost, making it $625,000; and then the 2 per 





Cc, 


= 


esac cic. © 


= om Geet om coe ft oo 


———_ se 





ia 
red 
nt, 


LOW 
100 


new 
ency 


),000 
ately 
per 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 129 


cent contingency fund of $200,000, the total of new items is $825,000. 
The addition of $300,000 for the pavilion exhibit brochure, would make 
a total of $1,125,000. 

Chairman Haypen. There are no counterpart funds of any kind 
available? 

Mr. CuLuMAN. We understand not, but I would rather have Mr. 
Crouch or Mr. Henderson answer that. I have been advised that 
we do not. 

Mr. Crovucn. Mr. Chairman, there are no counterpart funds avail- 
ablein Belgium. The only funds available, in small quantities, are for 
the military assistance program, and are earmarked. There are not 
likely to be any Public Law 480 local currencies since we are not going 
to negotiate with Belgium because of the availability of dollars in 
Belgium to finance Public Law 480 programs. 


AMOUNT FOR INSURANCE COVERAGE 


Senator ELLENDER. What does this $115,000 item for insurance 
cover, Mr. Cullman? Is that insurance against losses from fire? 

Mr. CuLuMan. It covers everything, Senator Ellender. 

Senator ELLeNnpeR. Personal liability? 

Mr. Cuttman. Compensation, fire, liability. 

Senator ELLENDeER. I am surprised and disappointed about this 
tax item. 

Mr. CuLuMaN. I am, also, Senator. 

Senator ELLeNpDeER. That is just a holdup. 

Mr. Cutuman. They have held up everybody else. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understand that. 


‘BUSINESS’ TAX 


Senator MaGcnuson. What do you mean by a “business” tax? 
What business are you going to be doing? 

Mr. Cutuman. They call it over there, Senator, a taxe de trans- 
mission, which is 5 percent on labor, 5 percent on all materials used in 
Belgium. It is everybody’s tax. When we went to conferences of 
the different nations, everybody objected, the French, the English, 
and I found out from the Belgian bank that this 5-percent tax on, 
let us say, real estate, was amortized at 3 percent a year over 33 years, 
% I suggested to the Government why they would not tax us one sixty- 
axth of 5 percent because we are only going to be there 6 months. 

They had a Cabinet meeting on that and the Cabinet was very 
friendly, but the Minister of Finance had made a campaign pledge 
and he stayed with the 5 percent, which is the law. We could not 
have had better cooperation from Ambassador Folger. I have here 
achronology of the developments on this tax question. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Tax CHRONOLOGY 


UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE BRUSSELS UNIVERSAL AND INTERNATIONAL 
EXHIBITION, 1958 


June 21, 1954 


The Belgian Embassy in Washington transmitted to the Department of State 
4communication which said, in part, ““The Belgian Government has the honor 
W invite the Government of the United States to be officially represented at the 
exhibition in Brussels.” 
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October 7, 1954 


Department of State informed the Belgian Embassy that the Government of 
the United States planned to participate in the exhibition. 


February 1957 


Commissioner General Cullman received the English translation of tax regula. 
tions from the director of foreign sections of the Belgian Fair. This ineludeq 
sections on the ordinary turnover tax and the invoice tax, each being 5 percent 

“All purchases of goods or products for the erection of pavilions are as 4 rule 
subject to the 5 percent ordinary turnover tax.” 

“Transactions made as a result of a contract of work are as a rule subjeet to 
an invoice tax of 5 percent.” 

March 14, 1957 

A representative of Commissioner General Cullman discussed tax matters jn 
Brussels with the director of foreign sections of the Belgian Fair, who said this 
was not within jurisdiction of fair authorities, but was a matter to be taken up 
with the Belgian Ministries of Economics and Foreign Affairs. The director 
stated that the words ‘‘as a rule’’ allowed for possible compromise by the Belgian 
Ministries. ; 
April 1, 1957 
_ Executive Director Davies addressed a letter to the Belgian Commissioner 
General in which he said on the subject of taxation: 

“Of the utmost concern to us are the 5 percent tax on the purchase of construe- 
tion materials and the 5 percent tax on transactions made as a result of a contract, 
(These we learned of only last month, when we received English translations of 
tax regulations from your staff. Taken only in the context of our construction 
program, we face taxes here amounting to approximately $350,000. This is 
estimated on a basis of purchases in Belgium of $2 million worth of construction 
materials and upon the total $5 million value of the Blanton-Aubert and related 
contracts. 

“We are forced to question these taxes quite vigorously. It is impossible to 
conceive of the United States site development in any light other than that of an 
official United States Government project, carried out as the result of an official 
invitation by the Government of Belgium, and operating as a temporary facility 
to be removed in accordance with your regulations.” 


May 3, 1957 

United States withheld payment of 5 percent invoice taxes on Belgian contrac- 
tor’s bill. 
May 27, 1957 

At the meeting of Commissioners General in Brussels, the Canadian delegate 
attempted to introduce a resolution asking for a waiver of the 5 percent invoice 
tax. This action was supported vigorously by the United States and British 
Commissioners General. 

The Belgian Commissioner General referred the matter to Economic Ad- 
ministrator Rey, who was to confer with his Ministerial colleagues. 

The resolution was not put to a vote as the Belgian Commissioner General 
said it obviously had 100 percent support. 


June 26, 1957 
Belgian contractor still not reimbursed for taxes paid by him for work on United 
States pavilion. 


July 16, 1957 

American Embassy received note from Belgian Foreign Office regretting its 
inability to grant the United States exemption from taxes. The note explained 
that the Foreign Office did not consider that there was a legal basis for exemption, 
snd mentioned that similar tax payments were required for the Brussels Exhibition 
of 1935 and the Paris Exhibition of 1937. 

For several moriths prior to the July 16 note, the Department and the Em 
bassy were in negotiation with the Belgian Government in connection with this 
matter. Several strong notes of protest were given to the Belgian Government 
and the Ambassador gave personal attention to discussion with the Belgian 
Foreign Ministry. 
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PAYMENT OF TAX 


Senator Maanuson. If you did not pay it, what would happen? 

Mr. CuLiman. The contractor with whom I made the contract. to 
put up the building pays for the labor and materials and would have 
o pay the tax. It would not be fair to have him absorb een 
more than the markup on the whole thing. We are getting the build- 
ing built for a 2 or 3 percent profit, and he said he cannot absorb a 
Spercent tax. ; ; - 

Senator ELtenper. As I recall this project discussion last year, we 
spent $5 million and we are supposed to raze the building after it is 
completed, but it is built out of mortar and steel and brick and, of 
course, the Belgians are going to keep that for purposes of their own. 

Mr. CuLiman. No, Senator. 


SALVAGE VALUE OF PAVILION 


Mr. Cuttman. I think, in fairness to the Belgians, we will have 
some salvage value, I believe. 

Senator ELuenpeR. Will they buy it from you? 

Mr. Cuttman. Well, it is in a park. 

Senator EttenpeEr. I say, Will they buy if from you or will it be a 
ift? 

P Mr. Cutan. If it is left there, it will be. 

Senator Macnuson. It is going to be left. 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly it is going to be a gift, a donation. 
That is what it is going to be. Of course, those aoa do not under- 
stand that. They will get all they can out of you, including a 5 per- 
cent tax on the transaction, and laugh about it. 

Mr. Cutuman. I have to play by the rules in Belgium. I do not 
like the $430,000 any more than you do. 

Senator Cuavez. What about the rules in America? 

Mr. Cututman. Folger has represented us very vigorously and 
strongly. There is a technical advantage if you live in Luxembur, 
or Holland, which are contiguous countries, because you would 
bring in your own material and labor, but I cannot do that. 


COST OF PAVILION 


Senator Maanuson. How much is the building going to cost? 
Mr. Cutuman. About $5,300,000. 


TAX APPLICABLE TO ALL PARTICIPANTS 


Senator Ture. Will the same tax, Mr. Cullman, be imposed upon 
the Japanese and Soviet? 

Mr. Cuttman. All without exception. 

Senator Tuye. There is no exception to the rule? 

Mr. Cuttman. To the best of my knowledge, none. 
Senator Taryn. Has there ever been a history of any such tax 
imposed on the exhibitor at any World Fair? 

Mr. CutuMan. Mr. Davies will pick that up. 

Mr. Davies. All these fairs are held under the provisions of the 
Paris Convention of 1928, and that convention provides no relief 
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from taxes, and we understand the taxes have been charged according 
to the rules of the country concerned before this. 


Senator THyr. Were they so charged when it was exhibited here 
in the United States? 

Senator Maanuson. No. 

; Mr. Davies. This United States exhibit was not an international 
air. 

Mr. Cutiman. The city of New York had a sales tax. 

Senator Macnuson. That was if you transacted business. We 
never taxed anybody. 

Mr. Cuntitman. Not as a government. 

Senator MaGnuson. Are the Japanese going to pay in yen? 

Mr. Cutuman. The contractor pays it. I assume they would have 
to transfer Belgian currency. 

Senator Maanuson. All of that will not be worth much to the 
Belgian Government except maybe for the purposes of some barter 
later on. Are the Russians going to pay in rubles? 

Mr. Cutiman. The Russians, as all other participants will pay in 
Belgian francs. The contractor, as part of this cost, has his tax. He 
will have to pay the Belgian Government. We estimate that the 
Belgian Government will get approximately $4 million on this for our 
being participating guests at the exposition. 

Senator ELLenpeR. That is notwithstanding the fact that it is going 
to be very lucrative to the Belgian Government and Belgian people 
to have this building erected by us. 


VISITORS ANTICIPATED 


Mr. Cutuman. Thirty-five or forty million visitors are going to 
spend money. 

Senator ELLENDER. Before the thing took place, we should have 
negotiated with the Belgian Government and said, “We will not 
participate.” If all the nations had gotten together before the project 
was started, the Belgians might have come around. 

Mr. Cuuuman. I am afraid I am equally guilty with the representa- 
tives of the other 39 nations. It was first called to my attention at 
the June conference. We were caught. We unanimously voted 
against it, but the Minister of Finance has the vote, I am sorry to say. 

Senator Cuavez. So does the Appropriations Committee of the 
United States Senate have to be responsible for that condition. 

Mr. Cutiman. If I represent you, sir, I have no choice. 

Senator Cuavez. If you represent me, I am going to try to take 
care of Americans first. 

Mr. Cutiman. The contractor pays it. That is my problem. 

Senator Cuavez. I know that. The contractor pays it, but who 
furnishes the money? 

Mr. Cuttman. We pay the contractor. You, as a United States 
citizen, and I, are paying out of taxes the contractor for our partici- 
pation. 

Senator Toyz. Mr. Cullman, you cannot take from any of the other 
items to make up this tax item without sacrificing some phase of your 
exhibit? 

Mr. Cutiman. In my opinion, we cannot, sir. 
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THAILAND TRADE FAIR 


Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, the United States should not be on 
exhibit unless they are exhibiting very well, because I came into the 
International Trade Fair in Thailand and I never was so humiliated 
gs 1 was the day that they cut the ribbon. 

J went over onto the grounds with the American delegation and 
then witnessed the Soviet exhibit and witnessed the Japanese exhibit 
and then tried to find the American exhibit, and I am saying “tried”’ 
tofind it. I finally found it, but I was sorry I had found it and it was 
the result of that experience that brought about the Presidential 
letter that asked for $5 million. 

We have made exhibits at international trade fairs since that time 
in 1953 which have been a credit to the prestige of the United States. 
Therefore, while we may feel very, very disappointed to think that 
the country of Belgium should absolutely hold this United States and 
all the other participating countries to this tax because they are going 
to be the beneficiaries of this influx of thousands and, yes, millions of 
people, and they will have the property, I can go on record here as 
saying that it will cost you more to remove it than it will to transfer 
title and deed to the Belgian Government because they will hold you 
up on every transaction and, therefore, you will wind up walking out 
it there with absolutely nothing in the ultimate. 

Therefore, the Belgian Government is going to be the beneficiary 
of this. Regrettable as it is, we are caught in it, but we must have a 
good exhibit. ‘That is positive. 

Mr. Cuttman. That is my job, sir, and that is why I am before you. 

Senator ELLENDER. You will be lucky if you walk out with a shirt 
on, but the point is that as Senator Thye said, it is incumbent upon 
us to make this as fine an exhibit as possible. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes. It is a reflection of America, and when I saw 
the thousands of natives in Thailand going through the Russian exhibit 
and then saw them stand there grinning at our exhibit, that was a 
humiliation to me which I hope this Nation will never suffer again. 


RUSSIAN PROPAGANDA ASPECT 


Senator ELLENDER. Senator, of course you can go to the wonderful 
exhibits in Moscow and you see hand-tooled automobiles there. You 
do not see them on the street. You see hand-tooled tractors and so 
forth. You do not see them on the farms. 

Senator Tuyn. It is just a mirror to reflect. 

Senator ELLeNpmER. It is a great weapon propaganda. 

Senator Tuy. It is good psychology and an impressive exhibit to 
try to impress, but whether it 1s serviceable or not is immaterial. 

Mr. Cuuuman. Senator, all I can say is that I have tried to the 
best of my ability, despite these rising costs and indeterminables of 
taxes and insurance, and so forth, to stay within the $15 million budget 
suggested in the August 1, 1956, recommendation and will come well 
within it. 

STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 


Senator Magnuson. Is this building started? 
Mr. Cutuman. Yes, the building has to be finished by December 31 
of this year. 
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Senator Maanuson. It is well on its way? 
Mr. Cutan. It is, I would say, over two-thirds completed and 
a beautiful structure. I could not be more enthusiastic. 





TYPE OF EXHIBITS 


Senator Magnuson. Who determines the type of exhibits? 
Mr. Cutitman. We do. 

Senator Maanuson. Who do you mean by ‘“‘we’’? Who has the 
final say? 

Mr. Cuuiman. I would guess 1, as Commissioner General, and my 
two deputies. I would be glad to outline what will be in it, 

Senator Cuavez. I think the committee would be interested. 

Senator Macnuson. I would like to know what you are going to 
show. 

Mr. Cuuiman. The exhibits in the American pavilion, in brief, are 
the land of the people. This exhibit will include animated maps of 
all kinds; American artifacts, Indian folk art; evidence of our political 
heritage ; films of American life utilizing three different projection proe- 
esses; stylized reproductions of America’s different races, occupations 
and status; two, How America Lives, to show the American and 
something of his tastes and the medium of the American home has 
been adopted. 

Senator Macnuson. Right there I want to ask this question, 

Mr. CuLuMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. Do you mean, when you show how America 
lives, to show a typical American home? Do you plan to have a 
model in the place? 

Mr. Cutuman. Yes, sir. You are going to be able to walk all 
around it. 

Senator Extenper. That is in the building? 

Mr. Cutuman. In the building; yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. The reason I asked you that question is that 
I was quite impressed with the fact that in the fair in Poland they 
built the typical model house—I think in the range of $13,000 to 
$15,000—and had the typical model American kitchen that the average 
American would have, and all the things that we enjoy in our average 
American home. 

That exhibit apparently drew more than all of the exhibits in the 
whole fair. They had to get the police out to keep the lines of people 
in order and they could not understand how the average workman in 
America could have that type home. 

Another thing that I was impressed with was that the main question 
asked was, “How do you get a home like this?”’ and it was pointed out 
that we have our type of home financing. I have heard more repereus- 
sions from that model exhibit in Poznan and it seemed to me that you 
could do more with that. 

Mr. Cutuman. We can. We are going to, as I say, show how the 
housewife lives and cooks and the facilities for the average American. 

Senator Magnuson. The average. You know Norman Winston, 
do you not? 

Mr. Cutiman. Very well. 

Senator Magnuson. Norman, I think, arranged to have the house 
built. I think he said it was in the range of from $12,000 to $14,000. 
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CINERAMA PRESENTATION 


Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, while the interruption has oceurred, 
can Mr. Cullman tell us what kind of movie he will be showing? 

Mr. Cutiman. It will be a picture that I think Disney is making 
for us. 

Senator Tuyx. I understand that that Cinerama picture has just 
absolutely captured the interest and the imagination of all the for- 
eigners, and more especially the oriental people, and it is one way of 
portraying a great deal of America in a very few minutes. 

Mr. CuLutMan. With your permission, Deputy Plaut could explain 
it to you. 

stor Rosertson. Before that, I want information on one 
point you have already mentioned about what you are to show. 

You say you are to show something about our political inheritance. 
What inheritance is that? 

Mr. Cutiman. I think I said we are going to show Indian folk art, 
evidence of our political heritage, where we came from. 

Senator Ronertson. I read in the papers, Mr. Chairman, where 
Chief Justice Warren at some reception said that he wanted to thank 
the British for sending their system of jurisprudence on the Mayflower 
by the Plymouth fathers. That is all right, but we thought maybe 
some of it came over 13 years sooner, down at Jamestown. When 
we go showing any heritage, let us show the whole story. 

Senator Cuavez. Including the fact that 80 years before Plymouth 
Rock the Spaniard was in New Mexico. 

Senator Rosperrson. That should be shown. 

Senator Toyz. We have a rune stone in Minnesota that has a 
certain challenge. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right; long before that. 

Senator Ropertrson. When you come to movies, you could not beat 
the movies in the Rockefeller Theater in Jamestown. 

Mr. Cuttman. We will be delighted to show the picture. We 
want documentary pictures of all America. 

Senator Roserrson. He will let you have it. Where are you going 
to get the theater in which to show it? 


SIZE OF THEATER 


Mr. CuLtMaAN. We have a theater of 1,100 seats as part of our setup. 

Senator Ropertson. That has already been built? 

Mr. CuLLMAN. Yes, sir. I met the representatives of the James- 
town Exposition in Brussels last year and they were most cooperative. 

Senator Ropertson. The British made a mighty fine exhibit at 
Jamestown and it attracted a lot of attention. ou might look and 
see how they advertised what they did over here. 

Mr. Cutuman. They could not have been more cooperative when 
We were working together at the Embassy last year. 

Senator DworsHak. Have you presented this supplemental request 
to the House committee? 

Mr. Cutuman. We have not appeared before them. We came here 
ot because we were asked. We would be delighted to appear before 

em. 

Senator DworsHaxk. You had your difficulty with the original 
request on the House side, according to the report. 

Mr. Cutuman. Yes. 
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INDIAN EXHIBITS 


Senator Cuavez. Are you going to make a showing of the rea 
American, the one who is not a fellow immigrant like the rest of us? 
What about the Indian? 

Mr. CutuMan. We are going to have Indian exhibits. 

Senator Cuavez. I am not talking about primitives. I am talking 
about the American Indian. 

Mr. Cutiman. I lived with them, sir. I lived at Bishop’s Lodge in 
your State. 

PERFORMING ARTS PROGRAM 


Senator DworsHak. Have you already contracted for the musicals 
and fine arts and drama? 

Mr. Cutiman. Yes; we are entering into a contract with the City 
Center for this reason: They have the scenery, they have the sets, 
they have the costumes, and, if we had to duplicate those, it would 
cost a fortune, so that we are hopeful that we will save a lot of money 
by using these sets and costumes and so forth for three musicals, 


MUSICALS TO BE STAGED 


Senator Macnuson. You had better tell what three they are, 
because they are going to ask. 

Mr, Cutiman. Brigadoon, by the authors of My Fair Lady, 
I would love to have Fair Lady, but it opens in London on April 18, 
and they have a contract that it cannot be played for 2 years on the 
Continent. We will do Carousel, which is Rodgers and Hammerstein. 

Senator Macnuson. That is typical American background, 

Mr. Cuttman. Yes, and the third is Pajama Game, which is super 
America, about a shirt factory in the Middle West, as I recall. 

Senator Maanuson. What is the background of Brigadoon? 

Mr. Cutuman. Brigadoon is a Scotch background, but American 
music and American score written by the boys who wrote Fair Lady. 

Senator Magnuson. Why not give an American play instead of a 
Scotch play? 

Mr. Cutuman. It was written by an American. 

Senator Maanuson. Why not have an American background like 
Oklahoma or Showboat or something that is typically American? 

Mr. Cuttman. I have tried to be fair to authors and composers. 
It happens that Oklahoma was written by Rodgers and Hammerstein, 
and so were The King and I and Carousel. 

Senator Maenuson. I am not concerned with who wrote it. I am 
concerned with the locale, which should be typically American. 

Senator Cuavnz. My Old Kentucky Home, for instance. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, there is a great deal of weight and 
soundness to the argument of the Senator from Washington for the 
reasons that only the elite that are familiar with the authors would 
appreciate whether this was an American author. They are only go- 
ing to look at the production, what comes onto the screen, and they 
are only going to see what is pictured on the screen. They are not 
going to pay too much attention to the authors. 

Mr. Cutiman. I could not agree with the Senator more, but I am 
against a situation, Senator, where I would have to buy sets and cos- 
tumes and ship over for something like the Victor Herbert Red Mill 
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or some of the great musicals of Sigmund Romberg. I just cannot 
afford it. You may be right. 

Senator Ture. Can you not get the films? 

Mr. Cutitman. This is live. 

Senator Turn. This is a live play? I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Cutuman. Senator Magnuson, I think you have a real point. 

Senator Maanuson. As I recall, Carousel is a New England 
background. 

Mr. Cut~Man. It was adapted from Molnar’s Liliom, but it was 
made Americana. 

Senator Maanuson. And the other one? 

Mr. CuttMaAN. Pajama Game would be Americana. In other 
words, if I have your thinking, Damyankees might be a better one. 
[hope it does not offend the southerners and northerners. 

Senator DworsHak. Are you going to have political exhibits? 

Mr. Cuttman. No; not that I know of. 

Senator CHavez. What about American folklore? 

Mr. Cutiman. I am going to have, if I may just finish, musical 
comedies, and I think Senator Magnuson has a real point that maybe 
Brigadoon, with a Scotch background, is not right. Maybe some- 
thing more Americana is in order. The drama we are planning is 
Thornton Wilder’s play, which is a typical American show, Our 
Town. We are planning Tea House of the August Moon, which is a 
rather good play that John Patrick adapted. 

Senator Maanuson. That is a background of Okinawa. 

Mr. Cutitman. But with American boys there. 

Senator Thy. But the play portrays something foreign except an 
American happens to be there. 

Senator Maanuson, That should be in the Japanese exhibit. 

Mr. Cutitman. How do you feel about Mr. Roberts? I am glad 
to have help. 

Senator Cuavez. For instance, the Winning of the West. I do 
not happen to have a bit of Nordic in me, but I am still very proud 
that [am an American. What about Susanna? 

Mr. Cutitman. We have it. I was coming to that. 

Senator Cnavez. I am glad of that. 


TEA HOUSE OF THE AUGUST MOON 


Senator Maanuson. I want to pursue that Tea House of the 
August Moon subject. It is a marvelous show, but we are trying 
to give to a lot of people who know nothing about America a back- 
ground picture of America. The Tea House of the August Moon is 
not a picture of America. It is a picture of Okinawa. 

Mr. CuLttman. Just as South Pacific could be. 

Senator Macnuson. It is a picture of the frustrations of trying to 
sell America. It absolutely defeats the very purpose of what we are 
trying to do at Brussels. This fellow ends up not selling America to 
the Okinawans at all. 

Mr. Cuttman. It shows pretty nice human beings at the end. 

Senator MaGNnuson. It shows that we were trying to force upon 
mee something that they did not want. 

r, Cutuman. I think you have a point. 

Senator Macnuson. I would think that that would be just the 

Teverse of what you want. 
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Senator Cuavez. I would like to have America as America is, New 
England, the old folklore stories of Kentucky, the Carolinas, where 
you have your best Anglo-Saxon of all of them. 

Mr. Cutitman. We have Blossom Time. 

Senator Maenuson. That is good. That is American. 

Senator E.uenper. I do not think you could beat the musica] 
show, “Oklahoma.”’ 

Mr. Cutiman. We can get Oklahoma. That would be two hy 
Rodgers and Hammerstein, but what is the difference. " 

Senator ELLenperR. It does not make any difference, because ag 
Senator Magnuson points out, it depicts American life. 

Senator Tayn. You are trying to give a picture of America. 

Mr. CuuiMan. | appreciate your help. Susanna we have. 

Senator Cnavez. I would like to go even further than that. We 
had a war with Mexico in 1846. The boys even then were singing as 
they went to battle. What about investigating what they sang in 
those times? 

Mr. Cutiman. We will have that in some of the Stephen Foster 
numbers. 

Senator Cuavez. I love American folklore because that is what 
made America. 

Mr. CuttMan. We are going to have a ballet, The American Civie 
Ballet. 

Senator Cuavez. New York City? 


PROGRAMS ON UNITED STATES NATIONAL DAYS 


Mr. CuLuMaAn. Yes, sir; the New York City Ballet. We will have 
the Philadelphia Orchestra, which is going to play on the national 
days. We have the 2d, 3d, and 4th of July as United States national 
days. We are going to have contemporary American music groups, 
We are going to have the military bands. 

Senator Cuavez. We had this discussion in the original appropria- 
tion and have had it with all the others. What is your last point 
there? 

Mr. Cutuman. I read the Philadelphia Orchestra, and contempo- 
rary American music groups. 


USE OF COLLEGE GLEE CLUBS 


Senator Cuavez. This committee went pretty strongly in favor 
where it is possible of using the music of colleges like the glee clubs. 

Mr. Cuttman. We have college groups and barbershop quartets. 
We are going to have contests on those. 

Senator Cuavez. You have some marvelous college units that would 
be available for this. Then you add something to it. It is almost an 
exchange, as we have in the student program. 

Mr. Cutitman. We are planning that and are going to have an 
armed services band. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you not think they have seen enough of the 
military over there? 

Mr. Cutiman. I do not think John Philip Sousa’s music would 
have that effect. One of the greatest things that came to Madison 
Square Garden was the Bagpipers. Our bands have a different 
martial air than theirs. 
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Senator MaGnuson. | say that if you have an Army or Navy glee 
cub you get away from the purpose of what you are trying to do. 
Get a typical college glee club. Get a choir like St. Olaf’s, not to 
stress the Scandinavian, but that is one of the greatest ones in the 
world. 

Mr. Davies. We are already in touch with 75 to 100 regional 

ups in the field of drama and the dance and music. 

Senator Ropertson. Are you in touch with the glee club at VMI 
in Lexington? General Patton went there. He relieved the siege of 
Bastogne. He is buried there in Luxembourg. 

Senator Macnuson. I do not think you fellows should take Broad- 
way to Brussels. Take America to Brussels and not Broadway to 
Brussels. 

Mr. Cututman. Oklahoma, Our Town, Americana is what I think 
we should show. We have youth festivals, amateur theater festivals. 
We are going to try square dancing. 

We need help from you, Senator, and everybody that we know, 
because we want to do a cross-section of the best we can do. 


. 


WALT DISNEY AND MICKEY MOUSE 


I think Disney will be popular over there with his international 
character Mickey Mouse. 

Senator MaGnuson. You are going to have your television shows. 
Take some of our typical Sunday forums which show democracy 
working at its best. 

Mr. Cuttman. We hope through Mr. Sarnoff to get a closed color 
television circuit so as to show that we are ahead in the field of color 
television. 

Senator CHavez. With the permission of the chairman, America is 
America. 

Mr. CuLiMan. Certainly. 

Senator CHavez. It is all right to show Broadway shows and this 
and that, and I even enjoy them myself now and then, but to go back 
to so many places in America, for instance, are you going to have 
Indians there who will sing their own chants? 

Mr. Cuttman. I would love to have that. We are discussing pos- 
sibly an Indian village and things like that. 

Senator CHavez. We will send Arizona and New Mexico Navahos 
there if you give us a chance. 

Mr. Cuttman. We will be in touch with you. 

Chairman Haypen. I am afraid we are taking a lot of time on this 
one item and we have many other things to discuss. 

Mr. Cutuman. I need all the help I can get. It is a great responsi- 
bility to show it properly. 

Chairman Haypren. We thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Cuttman. Thank you very, very much. 

Senator MaGnuson. I wanted to add one more suggestion, if I may, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I have been following this quite closely with interest because being 
on this committee I sort of watched what the comments were on what 
people look at most. 
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EFFECT OF AMERICAN SUPERMARKET DISPLAY 





I do not know what the success is, but I suggest you look into this; 
Recently I think in Italy at a fair, possibly Milan, they reconstructed 
an American supermarket and they had to get the police out to watch 
the crowds. 

Mr. Cuttman. They also had a problem because the cat and d 
food department had better food than the Italians were getting, 

Senator Macnuson. If that is America, let us show America, 

Mr. Cutiman. We are planning to show in the supermarket center 
instead of prices, the man-hours and minutes it. takes to get this, 
because you cannot translate it into prices. 

Senator Cuavez. Do not do it unless you get the personnel that 
you want. 


BRUSSELS, BELGIUM, FAIR 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER H. JUDD A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Jupp. Mr. Chairman, if I may, as a member of a fellow-legi- 
slative body, I want to make a statement on the Brussels Fair and the 
best kind of American representative organizations to send abroad. 

I have been urging for a little over a year, and I do not know wh 
I cannot make further headway, that USIA send abroad the high 
school symphony orchestra that is trained every summer at the 
Interlaken music camp in Michigan. 

We send over the New York Philharmonic and the Boston or 
Philadelphia organization. The Minneapolis Symphony is to go this 
fall. I approve. But who are the players on those symphonies? 
They are mostly Russians, Poles, Hungarians, and so on. They are 
brilliant musicians, but to send only such professionals originally from 
Europe, tends to convince people abroad that America has no musical 
skills or culture of her own. She just uses dollars to buy musicians, 
That is, to send only such musicians tends, not to sell them on America, 
but to unsell them. 





























NATIONAL HIGH SCHOOL ORCHESTRA 






No country in the world has anything to surpass the cream of the 
crop of our musicians from the United States high schools that train 
all summer at Interlaken from there is selected a symphony. We 
should send them abroad for 3 or 4 weeks at the end of the summer 
and let people see what we do in our American high schools. And it 
would not require big salaries. The students would love it. 

Senator Tuyz. Mr. Chairman, what I wish to suggest is that Con- 
gressman Walter Judd has given one of the most profound reasons 
why we should send these young people over there, because if you 
take the adults and they speak foreign languages, they are hired by 
the American dollar rather than being Americans. 

For that reason I think that the report should reflect that the 
administrators of that World Fair activity in Belgium should take into 
consideration and should finance this group of young folks. 
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Mr. Jupp. I appreciate your letting me impose on your indulgence 
tosay this this morning. I have worked at this matter a long time 
and there are people in the State Department who would like to do it. 
J have not been able to identify the opposition. I do not know 
whether it is the professional musicians or ANTA, who want to have 
oly the big, professional organizations go. But I want to sell 
America. And the best advertisement we have is our own youngsters. 

Senator Macnuson. That is the reason I developed that line of 
questioning. 

Mr. Jupp. If you folks say something about it, you will overcome 
the roadblock. 

Senator ELtenper. If Congressman Judd could use his talents to 
get the House to agree with us we might have a good fair. 


ELEVENTH WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY OF THE WORLD HEALTH 
ORGANIZATION 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS 0. WILCOX, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY 
HAROLD G. KISSICK, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL 
CONFERENCES; AND HARVEY A. BUFFALO, CHIEF, ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE STAFF, OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypen. While Congressman Judd is here, for his con- 
venience I want to take up now an item of $375,000 to defray the 


expenses for the 11th World Health Assembly of the World Health 
nization to be held next spring in Minneapolis, Minn., as author- 
ied by Public Law 832, approved July 30, 1956. 
The estimate and justification will be placed in the record. 
(The information referred to follows:) 


(Budget estimate, H. Doc. 198) 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES 
“SLEVENTH WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY OF THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 


“For necessary expenses incident to organizing and holding the Eleventh World 
Health Assembly in the United States, as authorized by the Act of July 30, 1956 
(Public Law 832), $375,000.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The World Health Organization recently accepted our invitation to hold its 
dleventh assembly in the United States. This proposed appropriation is to enable 
the Department of State to cover additional expenses on behalf of the United 
States as host government and to make contributions to the World Health Organ- 
ization for additional costs incurred in holding the assembly outside the Organiza- 
tion’s headquarters at Geneva, Switzerland. 
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Statement of estimated costs for holding meeting at Minneapolis 


United States hostship expenses: 
"Dranspertavion-or things OOS tS Sv ee selene 
Ciabeamnbtetione. ic oi ueceusG- subi eliniabi-os cdc A ome L uh 
Rent: 
Rental of interpreting equipment 
Rental of office furniture 
Rental of office equipment 
Rental—office space 
Rental—Hall of States, committee rooms, publie address 
system 
Other contractual services 
Pees Mi MALETION  .. 8. ec ee cee wn nonce tener 


Rn 
i 


Subtotal 
Contribution to WHO for excess costs 


Less contribution by Minneapolis__...........----..---------- jai 
oleh nek 0006 20. 6 Ne ee 4 EERO} RSMAS ES 


EXPLANATION OF ESTIMATE 


Transportation of things, $3,000 

This estimate provides for the shipment within the United States of special 
conference equipment provided by this Government, such as interpreting equip- 
ment, interpreting booths, duplicating equipment, international keyboard type- 
writers, and supplies and materials. 
Communications installations, $5,000 


Provision is made for the installation of telephone and telegraph equipment in 
the offices and committee meeting rooms. 


Rent, $106,150 


This amount is required for the rental of interpreting equipment, office furniture, 
office equipment, office space, Hall of States, committee rooms, and public address 


system, 
Other contractual services, $4,850 
This amount is required for the hire of cars with chauffeurs. 
Supplies and materials, $2,500 
It is estimated that this amount will be required for the purchase of supplies 
and materials incident to establishing the offices. 
Contribution to WHO for excess costs, $338,500 
This amount is for the excess cost of holding this meeting at Minneapolis as 
opposed to holding it at the U. N. Headquarters in Geneva. 
Contribution by Minneapolis, $85,000 


The total estimated cost will be offset by an $85,000 contribution which has 
been pledged by the city of Minneapolis and the Governor of Minnesota. 
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Statement showing comparative estimated excess costs to the World Health Ovrganiza- 
tion for holding this meeting at Minneapolis over the costs for holding the meeting 
at Geneva headquarters 


: 
Estimated | Excess cost, 
cost at Minneapolis 
Geneva over Geneva 


Salaries, temporary staff 

Duty travel 

Travel of delegates. -_._.........-.......- 
Travel and per diem of temporary staff__- 
Rental of premises 

Rental of equipment -| 
ND. © boc ooS3 todo dois nad dewon nn eopddddbséscchenwebhabbledgtbafabacldddcddbed 
RCO MOT COB 6 5.0 cc wen pn sqcthir ee tennsqapep dhdbenbesepeeienmcel! 
eT ec aic kan wnatinccrcacetengenaeloemes Secotmettedeton tens : 


8 


1 $73, 083. 
153, 947 
46, 593. 
66, 852 

2 —5, 800 


2 


renBes 
sk: 


5 


Bron 
Sse 
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1 WHO estimated $43,563 based on salaries Mexico City 1955. Estimate increased by $29,520 to bring 
salary levels to United States standards. 

2 Items to be provided directly by U. 8. Government resulting in decreasing overall excess costs. 

3 Publication and distribution costs in U. 8. estimated to be less than in Geneva. This results 
in reduction of total excess costs. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Dr. Wilcox, will you tell us about this? 

Mr. Witcox. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before this committee to explain this item. 
Ihave a very brief statement which I would like to put in the record, 


with your permission, sir. 
Chairman Haypsen. That will be inserted. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION 
AFFAIRS ON 11TH WorLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY OF THE WORLD HEALTH ORGAN- 
IZATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing before you 
today to discuss the estimate of funds required to hold the 11th World Health 
Assembly of the World Health Organization in the United States in fiscal year 
1958. An authorization to extend an invitation and to appropriate funds for 
this purpose was contained in Public Law 832 of the 84th Congress. 

These estimates were discussed with the House Appropriations Subcommittee 
on July 8, 1957. The House committee has not rendered its report on this 
budget request. 

Acting on the authorization contained in Public Law 832, the United States 
extended an invitation on April 8, 1957, to the World Health Organization to 
hold its 11th assembly in this country. The invitation was accepted by a resolu- 
tion adopted on May 24, 1957, at the 10th assembly of the Organization. Ac- 
ceptable offers received from New York City and Minneapolis, Minn., resulted 
in our proposing both cities as possible sites for the assembly. Dr. Candau, the 
Director General of the World Health Organization, speaking for the Executive 
Board of the Organization, and after considering the advantages of the sites 
offered, selected Minneapolis. 

The World Health Organization budgets funds for holding assemblies at head- 
quarters in Geneva, Switzerland, and relies on bost governments to defray the 
additional costs when assemblies are held elsewhere. Public Law 832 author- 
ized $400,000 to meet these expenses which will be incurred by the Department 
of State on behalf of the United States as host Government. Our current 
estimate establishes a need for an appropriation of only $375,000. 

The total estimated excess cost for holding the assembly in Minneapolis is 
$460,000 However, the city and the Governor of Minnesota have pledged a 
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contribution of $85,000 resulting in a net requirement of $375,000 from 
appropriated funds. 

T shall not attempt to list the advantages of holding the assembly in the United 
States, as they have already been well stated in the joint resolution adopted by 
the Congress an@ are therefore familiar to this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee will approve this request for $375,000 
which we feel is the minimum required to discharge this Government’s respon- 
sibilities as host to the 11th World Health Assembly. 


WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION ANNIVERSARY 


Mr. Wiicox. With your permission I can summarize it. Next year 
is the 10th anniversary of the founding of the World Health Organiza- 
tion. A number of leading health experts and a group of organizations 
in this country felt last year that it would be a fine thing if the United 
States could extend to the World Health Organization an invitation 
to hold its 10th anniversary conference in this country. To that end 
an authorizing bill was unanimously approved by the House and the 
Senate which would authorize the Department of State to extend to 
the World Health Organization an invitation to come here in 1958. 
The World Health Organization responded to this invitation and 
indicated they would like tocome. We have asked the Appropriations 
Committee as a result of this authorizing bill to appropriate funds to 
take care of the amount which would be necessary to defray these 
additional expenses for holding the conference in the United States 
rather than in Geneva. As you know, Mr. Chairman, the conferences 
of the specialized agencies are normally held at the seat of the 
Organization. 

TOTAL COST OF CONFERENCES 


Two conferences have been held outside of Geneva, 1 in Rome and 
1 in Mexico City. In these circumstances it is customary for the 
host country to pay the difference in cost that results from shifting 
from the headquarters to another city. The total cost of the con- 
ferences will be, it is estimated, $684,817. The excess cost, that is 
the amount of money involved in holding it in the United States 
instead of in Geneva, would be $460,000. The authorizing bill 
provided for a sum of not to exceed $400,000 to defray our additional 
expenses. The State officials of Minnesota and the city officials 
have agreed to put up $85,000 which would leave a net requirement 
of $375,000. This is the amount for which we are asking the support 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Senator Toyz. Mr. Chairman, and Dr. Wilcox, in the event that 
this item is approved, then, you will have it in the central part of the 
United States and it will not only have a wonderful psychological 
effect upon our own country and the people associated with it, but it 
certainly will have an effect on all the visitors who come to the United 
States. 

Mr. Witcox. Yes, Senator Thye. We felt in the Department 
that if the Organization was coming to the United States to hold a 
eonference it was appropriate for them to make the decision as to 
where they should convene. There were several cities asking for 
consideration, among them being Minneapolis, New York, Phila- 
delphia, and Detroit. Representatives of the World Health Or- 
ganization looked into the situation and they felt that the city of 
Minneapolis had the proper facilities and was the place where they 
wanted to go. We felt that was a decision for them to make. 
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Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, I have been in complete full support 
of the appropriation that is necessary for this conference to be held 
in Minneapolis, and I know there is no one that has a greater interest 
in it, Mr. Chairman, than Congressman Walter Judd, who represents 
the Minneapolis district. 

Chairman Haypren. Congressman Judd. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER H. JUDD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Jupp. Mr. Chairman, I introduced the bill to authorize 
$400,000 to pay the additional expenses of inviting the World Health 
Organizations to come here for its assembly in 1958 without any 
thought at that time of its being held in Minnesota. I have been 
interested in the work of WHO and introduced the original legislation 
by which the United States adhered to it. I felt it would be of great 
value to the Organization, having been a delegate to one of the as- 
semblies in Geneva, if this group of the ministers of health, the direc- 
tors of health, and the parliamentary leaders who were particularly 
interested in the health, from 88 countries, came to the United States 
to hold this meeting. I have been listening to your discussion on the 
Brussels Exposition and almost everybody said that the best way to 
make friends for the United States is to let people see us as we are. 

Well, the way to do that is to bring them here. We have had 
international conferences in New York repeatedly. We have had 
international conferences in San Francisco, but I understand there 
has never been one in the Middle West. So, after the House and the 
Senate unanimously passed my bill authorizing the invitation and 
appropriation of the additional costs that will be incurred by reason 
of the assembly being held away from Geneva, a lot of interested 

ple in Minnesota, particularly Dr. Charles Mayo, who has been a 
elegate to the meeting of the World Health Assembly in Mexico City, 
took the initiative in seeking to arrange for holding it in Minneapolis. 
It would cost $85,000 more to have it in Minnesota than in New York, 
because in New York, for one item, they could use the U. N. buildings, 
and we have to pay rental for suitable quarters. 

Our people raised the extra $85,000, so that it will not cost a dime 
more to hold it in Minnesota than to hold it in New York. Our 
folks are enthusiastic. 

We think it will be of great value to our visitors, for the reasons we 
have discussed here, and also of great value to our own people to 

et to know these distinguished leaders from all over the world. 

e World Health Organization is the one international organization 
of which I have never heard criticism. It does not deal with political 
issues. It deals with the health and welfare of human beings all over 
the world. 

It will give a tremendous lift and stimulus to them, I believe, to 
see our health facilities and practices, our hospital facilities, our clinics, 
our medical education, and general education on health matters. They 
can get all kinds of ideas that will be valuable to them in their own 
countries. I think it will also be of great value to the WHO as such. 
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This is one U. N. organization which we can all support, and I am 
sure it: will be useful from every standpoint to have WHO’s 10th an. 
nual meeting here. 

I hope the committee will approve this $375,000 appropriation. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR Husert H. Humpurey 


Chairman Haypen. I have a statement from Senator Humphrey 
in regard to this matter, which | will include in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with the passage of a joint 
resolution during the 2d session of the 84th Congress sponsored by the Congress- 
man from the kifth District of Minnesota and myself, the State Department was 
urged to extend an invitation to the World Health Organization to hold its 11th 
World Health Assembly in our country. I was particularly gratified to find 
unanimous support among my colleagues for this invitation—which will result in 
the first such World Health Assembly to be held in the United States. 

I have also been deeply gratified to see with what vigor and enthusiasm the 
twin cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul have advanced their own invitation to the 
Department. of State and to the World Health Organization to have the assembly 
eonducted in Minnesota. 

When it became evident that the assembly could be held in an eastern seaboard 
city for a cost to the Federal Government of $375,000, the Governor of Minnesota 
himself exerted his personal leadership in raising an additional $85,000 for the 
State Department so that the assembly might be held in Minnesota. 

The World Health Assembly then decided to aceept the United States invita- 
tion, and chose the site of the assembly to be in Minnesota. 

This is evidence of the extraordinary interest which Americans, and particularly 
midwestern Americans, have in the affairs of the World Health Organization, 
It is particularly fitting, I believe, that the assembly should be held in the shadow 
of one of the world’s great medical schools, the University of Minnesota Medical 
School, and within short driving range of one of the world’s great private clinics 
the Mayo Clinic. 

It is proper, too, that the United States, on its 10th anniversary, should at last 
be official host to this magnificent organization dedicated to the war against 
pain and disease, and to whose humanitarian objectives every American subscribes 
wholeheartedly. 

I, therefore, strongly urge the Committee on Appropriations to appropriate 
the requested amount of $375,000 to permit the State Department to defray the 
extra expenses of the World Health Organization in holding its 11th General 
Assembly in the United States, with the understanding that there are sufficient 
funds available in the Twin Cities of Minnesota to cover the additional experises 
of holding the assembly in the Midwest instead of on the eastern seaboard. 


VALUE OF VISITORS FROM FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


Senator Cuavez. May I say to Congressman Judd that I think his 
contention is well taken for this reason: I have been here for quite @ 
few years, and we bring these visitors in any line of endeavor from 
foreign countries and, generally, what we show them is the eastern 
coast. They come to Washington for 3 or 4 days of fun and then go 
to New York and see Broadway, but we do not show them Kokomo, 
Ind., or Minneapolis. I would like them to actually see what this 
aot really is, and I think it would be valuable to carry out your 
idea. 

Mr. Jupp. It was interesting to note the number of people from all 
around the world, interested in this type of work, who especially 
wanted to visit the Mayo Clinic. It is known and respected the world 
over. It pioneered in group medicine and research and graduate 
medical training. From every country in the world doctors have 
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come to it for fellowships. These men want to visit it and the Mayo 
Clinic really cooperated tremendously to help arrange this meeting. 

Senator Maenuson. When will this be held? 

Mr. Jupp. Next May and June. 

Senator Maanuson. It is a nice time of the year. 

Mr. Witcox. If I may say, the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment did not take the initiative in encouraging this invitation, but 
we warmly support it and since it came spontaneously from the 
people in Congress we are wholeheartedly back of the idea. 

Chairman Hayprn. Thank you. 


INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMISSIONS 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. HERRINGTON, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
FOR FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE TO THE UNDER SECRETARY; 
ACCOMPANIED BY LOY W. HENDERSON, DEPUTY UNDER SEC- 
RETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION; ELDON B. SMITH, ACTING 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET; ISLA V. DAVIES, FOREIGN 
AFFAIRS OFFICER, FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE OFFICE OF THE 
UNDER SECRETARY; AND ANDY WALLEN, CHIEF, INTERNA- 
TIONAL BRANCH, OFFICE OF BUDGET 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman HayDEN. The next item is the International Fisheries 
Commissions for which $80,000 is requested to pay the United States 


rtion for the conservation of pink salmon stocks of the Fraser 
River system. The estimate and the justification for the item will 
be placed in the record. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


(Budget estimate, H. Doc. 213) 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS 
INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMISSIONS 


For an additional amount for “International fisheries commissions’, $80,000. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This proposed supplemental appropriation is to provide for the United States 
share of the expenses of a jointly operated United Btates and Canadian program 
to conserve the stocks of pink salmon in the Fraser River system. Canada has 
already made its share available. The protocol under which the program will 
operate was signed by both countries on December 28, 1956, and ratified by the 
Senate on June 6, 1957. Enabling legislation, Public Law 85-102, was approved 
by the President on July 11, 1957. This program should be started immediately 
because the main salmon run will take place in August. 
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Program for 1958.—The initial program for the fiscal year of 1958 will require 
senior administration and supervision and the immediate formulation of recom- 
mendations for regulations pertinent to the calendar 1957 pink salmon fishing 
season. Concurrently, a research program must be instigated early in the season 
with precise objectives in view. The distribution of the needs of administration, 
research, equipment, supplies, etc., have been listed in separate itemized tables 
together with brief statements of the purposes of the various activities. 

Administration, $9,050.—This item provides funds for part of the Commis- 
sion’s headquarters operation and salaries of an Assistant Director for a 6-month 
period and a supervisor of pink salmon research on a full-time basis. These 
men will be responsible for the design of research programs, methods of collecting 
adequate data and the coordination of various aspects of the research analysis. 
Close liaison with governmental agencies will be necessary to coordinate the work 
of the Commission with the work required on smaller streams outside of con- 
vention waters but contributing to the pink salmon catch in convention waters. 

Regulations and statistics $3,350.—Regulation of the pink-salmon fishery will 
be the basic procedure whereby the Commission provides for adequate escape- 
ments to the various spawning grounds and for the eventual rehabilitation of the 
fishery from the present 24-percent level to the 100-percent level. Further, 
it is required that the commercial catch be divided as equally as is practicable 
between the fishermen of both countries. The estimate of $3,350 for this project 
is conservative since much of the present organization for the control of the 
sockeye fishery can be extended to care for the direct regulatory management of 
pink-salmon. One statistical clerk will be assigned to this work full time, and two 
field assistants will be required only during the period of pink-salmon fishing. 

Escapement and productivity studies, $22,760—Accurate evaluations of the 
pink-salmon escapements will be one of the most important and most difficult 
tasks to be encountered in the pink-salmon research program. The spawning 
grounds are more widespread than those of sockeye and are often subjected to 
severe flooding and erosion during the spawning season. Much exploratory work 
will be required in the first year of operation, and a considerable number of tem- 
porary field assistants will be employed to cover the many separate spawning 
areas. Careful surveys must be made to determine the numerical escapement, 
success of spawning, sex ratios, timing and to evaluate the factors influencing 
survival during incubation. In this way, the effects of past regulations can be 
measured and the prospects of future returns determined. 
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Racial migration studies, $17,300.—Definition of separate racial groups of pink 
salmon by their times of passage through the commercial fishery is essential to 
measuring rates of reproduction. Knowledge of racial timing is also required 
when it is proposed to increase the escapements to particular spawning areas, 
especially those above Hells Gate. Since pink salmon fry migrate to sea soon 
after emerging from the gravel, it is unlikely that methods developed for sock- 
eye will be of significant value in distinguishing racial stocks; therefore, in all 

robability, a concentrated marine tagging program will be initiated as a means 
of securing data on racial migrations. arine tagging will require the charter 
of boats, purchase of salmon for tagging, tag rewards, and the placement of a 
number of temporary field assistants in canneries and landing ports to recover 

The tagging program will be carefully designed and guided by the expe- 
rience obtained by the Commission during its 10 years of marine tagging of 
sockeye. It is anticipated that tagging will provide information on the paths 
and speed of migration through the commercial fishery and will generally distin- 
guish between racial groups bound for major watersheds; however, limited 
spawning ground tag recoveries are expected, and the results of marine tagging 
will have to be closely associated with other data such as catch statistics and 
test fishing in order that valid conclusions may be obtained. 

Marine and fresh-water environmental studies, $18,400.—The fresh-water en- 
vironmental studies of pink salmon will be similar to those of sockeye and will 
include continuous series of temperature records, measurement of gravel types, 
stream flows and plots of spawning densities. The basic environmental require- 
ments of pink salmon will be assessed partly to measure relative successes of 
reproduction in different spawning areas and as a guide to possible rehabilitation 
procedures. Studies of egg and fry developments and indices of fry abundance 
are proposed to provide measurements of pink salmon productivity resulting from 
various sizes of escapements and to provide data for predicting adult returns. 

Knowledge of the early marine environment of the young pink salmon is also 
vital to the assessment of eventual adult survival and therefore the true relation- 
ship of escapement to the size of returning runs. It is planned to trace the 
seaward migration of pink fry for at least 4 months and to secure oceanographic 
information on their marine habitat. This work will be mostly confined to inshore 
waters where the young pink salmon are reported to remain for at least the early 
part of their marine life. 

A considerable portion of the expense under this project is necessary for the 
urchase of suitable capital equipment and special scientific apparatus that will 

needed to measure conditions affecting the early marine survival of pink salmon 
fingerlings. It is anticipated that this work will be greatly aided by oceano- 
graphic surveys being conducted for other purposes in offshore waters by agencies 
of both governments. 

Watershed protection investigations, $9,150.—These investigations provide for 
the employment of an assistant engineer and two field assistants. Activities 
under this program are vital for the protection of pink salmon from adverse 
effects that may be created by other water uses. The rapid industrialization and 
population expansion of the Fraser watershed presents an ever-increasing number 
of problems in connection with logging, hydroelectric power development and 
industrial and agricultural diversions. Initial studies will comprise surveys of 
spawning areas, water discharges, irrigation diversions and measurements of the 
mortalities of pink salmon adults and fry at power dams. 

Statutory authorization.—The 1958 estimate of Canadian $76,000 is for the 
United States one-half share of expenses under a protocol directed to a coordinated 
program for the conservation of the pink salmon stocks of common concern to 
Canada and the United States, signed at Ottawa by representatives of the two 
countries on December 28, 1956. The protocol amends the Convention of 1930 
(50 Stat. 1355) between the United States and Canada for the protection, preser- 
vation and extension of the sockeye salmon fisheries of the Fraser River system. 
The estimates as approved by the Commission provide for a total of Can $152,000 
joint expenditures to be shared equally by the two countries. The estimates are 
stated in terms of Canadian dollars. Differences in exchange between the two 
currencies bring the United States share to an estimated $80,000. After advice 
and consent by the Senate and signature by the President, the protocol was brought 
into force by exchange of ratifications in Ottawa on July 3, 1957. Authorizing 
legislation, Public Law 85-102, was signed by the President July 11, 1957. 

Background and purpose-—The commercial fishery for Fraser River pink 
salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) in the waters adjacent to Washington State and 
the southern portions of the Province of British Columbia have been operative 
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for at least 60 years. To trace the development of this fishery it is noted that 
pink salmon invariably mature in their second year and practically no pink salmon 
spawn in the Fraser watershed in the even calendar years. Therefore, only the 
catch records of the odd calendar years have been examined and these are avail. 
able mostly from the classic report of Rounsefell and Kelez (1934) bulletin 27 
United States Bureau of Fisheries, Department of Commerce. F 

Early commercial catch data indicate that pink salmon were tremendously 
abundant until the Heli’s Gate block in 1913. Prior to 1905, however, there wag 
practically no demand for pink salmon and only small quantities were used and 
the remainder discarded. It was not until 1907 that any appreciable market for 
this product started to develop and it required the wartime market of 1917 to 
utilize anything near a maximum production of pink salmon. In that year 
approximately 15,750,000 pinks were packed in the United States and 1,876,000 
packed in Canada. While the pack of 1917 was greater than in 1913 because of 
the improved market demand, there was actually a serious decline in the total 
pink salmon abundance after 1913. An abundance index based on trap catches 
as developed by Rounsefell and Kelez showed a value of 284 for 1911 and 1913 
whereas in the following 10 odd years the average index was 67.7 or about 24 
percent of the former level. This decline was predicted by J. P. Babcock, the 
British Columbia commissioner of fisheries, in his annual report of 1915, who is 
quoted as follows: 

“That there would be a great decrease in the run of pink salmon to the Fraser 
River district this year was clearly indicated in the Department’s report from 
the spawning groundsin 1913. Owing to the blockage in the Canyon of the Fraser 
at Hell’s Gate in 1913, no pink salmon were able to reach the spawning beds in 
the waters above that point. Up to that year, countless millions spawned in the 
Thompson and Nicola Rivers and in the vicinity of Seton Lake.’’ 

As far as is known, the pink salmon never regained access to the spawning beds 
above Hell’s Gate after the block in 1913 until fishways were installed by the 
International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission in 1945 to successfully start 
the rehabilitation of Fraser River sockeye. In 5 generations since that time, the 
pink salmon escapements to the upper Fraser and Thompson areas have rapidly 
increased to a conservative estimate of 280,000 spawners in 1955 and at the same 
time have contributed significantly to the commercial packs of both the United 
States and Canada. It will be one of the primary objectives of any internationally 
controlled conservation program to further increase the escapement beyond Hell’s 
Gate and, in so doing, the future production of pink salmon is expected to be 
substantially increased to a point where the run will eventually produce a pack 
worth between $75 million and $100 million every odd year to the fishermen of the 
United States and Canada. 

With regard to the more recent commercial catches of Fraser River pink salmon, 
both the American and Canadian fishermen are now in tense competition because 
of increased market demand and both are taking as many fish as their respective 
governments will allow. Under these conditions, which have grown much more 
serious during the last 2 cycle years, the pink salmon are in grave danger from 
overfishing and the numbers in the escapement may already be diminished to 
a point where the present low level of production cannot be sustained. Serious 
economic losses above those resulting from the 1913 blockade at Hell’s Gate will 
be the inevitable result unless internationally controlled conservation programs 
are instituted to allow for adequate escapement under scientifically controlled 
regulation. 

Therefore, in view of the competitive nature of the American and Canadian 
commercial pink salmon fisheries and the dangers of economic losses that would 
result from inadequate numbers in the escapements and further in view of the 
great possible potential of increased pink salmon production that exists above 
Hell’s Gate, a protocol has been approved by official representatives of the Gov- 
ernments of the United States and Canada whereby the Fraser River pink salmon 
fishery may be preserved, protected and extended. In addition it will be required 
that the commercial catch of pink salmon be divided as equally as is practicable 
between the American and Canadian fishermen. The protocol specifies that the 
Fraser River pink salmon will be incorporated within the organization of the 
International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission which will be responsible for 
the drafting of a pink salmon conservation program and the justification of a 
tional estimates and their distribution to various objectives. In this regard, the 
budget estimates for the fiscal year of 1958 are herein submitted. The requested 
budget of Canadian $76,000 from each of the American and Canadian Govern- 
ments is premised on the needs of administration, the establishment and execution 
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of regulatory control of the fishery and the establishment of a scientific research 
and management program. It should be noted that this proposed budget is for 
the year during which the pink salmon run oceurs. A substantial decrease in the 
estimates for 1959 may be anticipated since no pink salmon will be present in that 
fiscal year. 

Program and financing 


Presently | Revised esti-| Difference 
| available | mate, 1958 (+) or (—) 


———_ _-_—- —-—- - --— - - CF = 


Program by activities: | | 
International Pacific Halibut Co-nmission EDN $109, 000 | $109, 000 
International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission. _. ; 181, 050 | 261, 050 | 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission | 362, 500 
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic | 

Fisheries mts ili # sitsht Oe 5, 030 | 5, 030 | 

International Whaling Commission _______- | 420 | 600 6. 356s2003-4i 

International North Pacific Fisheries Commission. _......} 15, 650 | 15, 650 | 

Great Lakes Fishery Commission ______. pan ba voeaal 915, 100 | 915, 109 | 

Expenses of the United States Commissioners Sad a 11, 250 11, 250 


Total obligations adi j 1, 600, 000 | 1, 680, 000 | +80, 000 
Financing: Appropriation 1, 600, 000 1, 680, 000 | +80, 000 





PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Herrington, you may proceed. 

Mr. Herrincron. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a written 
statement. With the chairman’s permission I would like to submit 
that for the record and save the committee’s time by orally covering 
some of the items. 

Chairman Haypen. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. HERRINGTON, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR FISHERIES AND 
WILDLIFE TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE ON INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES 
CoMMISSIONS 


This supplemental request for $80,000 is to provide the United States share of 
the cost for the first year of operation of a joint program with Canada for the 
scientific investigation and regulation of the pink salmon fishery of the Fraser 
River system in British Columbia. The statutory authorization is the protocol 
to the Sockeye Salmon Convention between the United States and Canada, which 
protocol was signed December 28, 1956, and sent by the President to the Senate 
on February 11, 1957, for advice and consent to ratification. It was duly ratified 
on June 18, 1957, and came into effect on July 3, 1957. Implementing legislation 
was enacted by the current session of Congress (Public Law 85-102). 

The effect of the protocol is to bring the pink salmon of the Fraser River system 
under the jurisdiction of the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission, 
which formerly was concerned only with the sockeye salmon of that river. 

The pink salmon spawn in the Fraser River, its tributaries and lakes. The 
fingerlings migrate downstream to the ocean, where they grow to maturity, then 
return upriver as 2-year-olds to spawn and die. They are present in commercial 
quantities only every second year, the odd-numbered calendar years. 

On their migration back to the river the fish pass successively through the 
United States and Canadian waters and are subjected to intensive fishing by the 
fishermen of both countries. The total landed value of the yield each odd-num- 
bered year is about $10 million. Experts estimate the potential of these runs to 
be between $75 million and $100 million every odd-numbered year. 

There has been a commercial fishery for Fraser River pink salmon in the waters 
adjacent to Washington State and southern British Columbia for at least 60 
years. Early records indicate that the pinks were plentiful until landslides of 
1913 blocked the Fraser River at Hell’s Gate. Thereafter, these stocks dropped 
to about 24 percent of the previous level. So far as is known, the pink salmon 
hever regained access to the spawning beds above Hell’s Gate after the 1913 
block until fishways were installed by the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries 
Commission in 1945 for the rehabilitation of the sockeye. In five generations 
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since that time these eseapements of pink salmon to the upper Fraser have jn. 
creased. ‘They should continue to increase at a substantially greater rate under 
the omc research and regulatory program made possible by the pink salmon 
protocol. 

The decline in salmon production from other North American sources hag 
placed an undue strain in recent years on the pink salmon resource of the Fraser, 
Particularly during the last two cycles competition between American and 
Canadian fishermen has been intense, and the Canadian take has increased from 
about 30 percent of the total to approximately 50 percent at the present time, 
Unless immediate steps are taken to achieve joint catch regulations, based on 
scientific studies, to insure adequate escapements the trend in the catch indicates 
that the increase in the spawning stocks will be halted and the runs reduced below 
their present low level. 

Although the State of Washington and the Province of British Columbia have 
cooperated in attempts to regulate the fishery, the authorities on both sides of 
the border have come to the realization that effective regulation can be achieved 
only by an international body fixing rules that will be equally applicable to the 
fishermen of both countries. 

The International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission enjoys the highest 
confidence and respect of the salmon fishermen of the area. These fishermen 
expect that the Commission will duplicate on the pink salmon the outstanding 
conservation job that it is doing on the sockeye. 

The cost to the United States of the pink salmon program is estimated at $80,000 
annually for the years when the runs occur and about half that amount during the 
off years. Experience gained in the sockeye work will be utilized. The Com- 
mission staff is being reorganized, with senior personnel assigned to the new 
prada and junior scientists being added to increase the total staff to necessary 
strength. 

The individual projects are similar to those of the sockeye program: regulation 
and statistics; escapement and productivity studies; racial migration studies; 
marine and freshwater environmental studies; and watershed protection investi- 
gations. Work will start the lst of August when the fishing season begins. Con- 
siderable advance planning has been done and personnel have been recruited 
subject to availability of funds. A large amount of fieldwork will be done during 
the fishing season August 1 to November 15, and for much of this temporary 
employees will be utilized. 

The urgency of this appropriation request arises from the fact that the fishery 
has already been subjected to overfishing, particularly during the last two cyeles, 
and those who are in closest touch with the situation estimate that delay in estab- 
lishing coordinated regulations could damage the resource to an extent which 
would take years of rigid conservation effort to undo. 

As is the case with all activities of the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries 
Commission, all costs are to be shared equally by the United States and Canada, 
Canada has already acted on the budget request and made funds available to 
the Commission. 


PINK SALMON PROTOCOL 






Mr. Herrinetron. This request for $80,000 is to cover the opera- 
tions under the pink salmon protocol. That is a protocol to the 
Sockeye Salmon Convention that you heard of before, a protocol 
which was signed December 28, 1956, and sent by the President to 
the Senate on February 11, 1957, for advice and consent to ratifica- 
tion. It was duly ratified on June 18, 1957, and came into effect on 
July 3, 1957. Implementing legislation was enacted by the current 
session of Congress (Public Law 85-102). 

Essentially it places under the International Pacific Salmon Com- 
mission the responsibility for research and management of the pink- 
salmon resources of the Fraser River watershed. The pink salmon 
that enter the Fraser River come in through Puget Sound, succes- 
sively through United States and Canadian territorial waters and 
there is intense competition between Canadian and American fisher- 
men for these salmon. The pink salmon were plentiful until 1913 
when the landslides along the Fraser River practically wiped out the 
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ink salmon as well as the runs of sockeye salmon. The Sockeye 
Esimon Commission constructed fishways in 1946, and these fishways 
have resulted in increases in sockeye and also increases in pink salmon 
runs. However, the pink salmon are not under international control 
and the competition between Canadian and American fishermen has 
prought the increase to a pause and threatens a decline in the runs. 

During this period of intense competition the Canadian share of the 
catch has increased from 30 percent to at present about 50 percent. 
Pink salmon run in odd years. The pink salmon do not run in even 
years for reasons not as yet thoroughly understood but in the odd 
numbered years the value of the run 1s $10 million. 

The potential of these runs is estimated to be $75 million to $100 
million. 


TIMING OF APPROPRIATION 


Just a word as to the timing of the appropriation. The estimates 
we have submitted are based on 12 months operation. However, the 
heavy part of the work runs from August to November in the fall, and 
during the spring. The Commission anticipates if the Congress 
approves this appropriation to concentrate its staff, both the pink 
summon and sockeye staff, on the pink-salmon problem during the 
balance of this year to make up for the late start. The purchase of 
supplies and equipment would not be affected by the slight delay in 


starting so that the total appropriation would still be required for this 
year’s operation. 


TOTAL COST OF OPERATING COMMISSION 


Senator ELLeENpDER. What is the entire cost of operating this 
Commission? 

Mr. Herrineton. The Salmon Commission as a whole? 

Senator Exuenper. International Fisheries Commission, pink- 
salmon control. 

Mr. Herrinetron. The pink salmon would be $160,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. How many countries would participate? 

Mr. Herrincton. The United States and Canada. 

Senator Extenper. That is 50-50? 

Mr. Herrincron. Yes, sir; and the convention provides that the 
catch be divided 50—50, the same as the cost. 

Senator Macnuson. I might say for the record that it has worked 
very satisfactorily and it has preserved those runs and we look for- 
ward to even greater runs. 

Mr. Herrineton. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypren. We thank you for your statement. 
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EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 


PURCHASE OF ISRAELI POUNDS 


STATEMENT OF E. ALLAN LIGHTNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE. 
TARY FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY BERNARD 
KATZEN, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY; 
O. A. SIMMES, ACTING DIRECTOR, EXECUTIVE STAFF; AND 
ROBERT M. BEERS, CHIEF, INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARANTY 
DIVISION, UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY | 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypren. The next item is with respect to $3,525,000 
to purchase Israeli pounds generated by the informational media 
guaranty program, to be used for educational, scientific, and cultural 
activities in Israel. 

The estimate and justification will be placed in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Bupcet Estimate, House Document 198 
“EpUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 


‘For expenses to carry out the provisions of section 1011 (d) of the United States 
Information and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as amended (22 U. 8S. C. 
1442 (d)), $3,525,000: Provided, That this amount shall be used for purchase of 
foreign currencies from the special account for the informational media guaranty 
program, at rates of exchange determined by the Treasury Department, and the 
amounts of any such purchases shall be covered into miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


This proposed appropriation is to purchase Israeli pounds accrued to the 
United States Treasury through operation of the informational media guaranty 
program. Legislation authorizing the use of such foreign currencies for edu- 
cational, scientific, and cultural purposes was included in the Mutual Security 
Act of 1956. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 


It is requested that $3,525,000 be appropriated for the purchase of Israeli 
ounds (I£) which have accrued to the account of the Treasury of the United 
States through the operation of the informational media guaranty program. 
This request is made pursuant to the statutory authority provided in subsection 
(d) of Section 1011 of the United States Information and Exchange Act of 1948, 
as amended, 

It is proposed to expend the Israeli pounds purchased with these appropriated 
funds for educational, scientific, and cultural purposes, in accordance with the 
program described below. This program will be of great benefit to the United 
States in its relations with Israel. 


THE IMG FUND IN ISRAEL 


The informational media guaranty (IMG) program makes it possible for foreign 
countries having a shortage of foreign exchange to import books, periodicals and 
other informational media from the United States through regular commercial 
channels. Under this program, foreign importers make payment to the American 
exporter in local currency, and the exporter exchanges the local curreney_ upon 
application to the United States Information Agency, in accordance with the 
terms of his IMG contract. 

Originally authorized under section 111 (b) (3) of the Economic Cooperation 
Act of 1948, the legal authority for the IMG program is now contained in section 
1011 of the United States Information and Educational Exchange Act. Adminis- 
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trative responsibility for the IMG program is vested in the United States Informa- 
tion Agency. 

An appropriation for the purchase of the IMG funds in Israel is necessitated in 
that country first because of two factors: (1) the IMG program in Israel is the 
largest in the world, resulting in a particularly high rate of accrual of local eur- 
rency funds, and (2) the agreement between the United States and Israel was the 
first which limited the expenditure of local currency proceeds to scientific, educa- 
tional and cultural purposes, and such other purposes as might be agreed upon 
between the two governments. 

A summary of the accumulations of Israeli pounds, by fiscal years, since the 
first year of the operation of the program in Israel is as follows: 
| 


Interest 


. - - a ee 


Date Guaranty 
account 


entene — - - - — a —_| — 


account 


t 
June 30, 1953 : aids en al 868, 187 | 
June 30, 1954_- ‘ , ' aid 3, 018, 918 | 
June 30, 1955_- - . a * deaataa 4, 962, 470 | 
June 30, 1956_- ealoks eas Sided oa 7, 542, 800 | 150, 7! 
Mar. 31, 1957 aedtisaniatese soda 8, 567, 583 442, 702 





Of the above total, 1£6,345,000 ($3,525,000 at the current rate of 1£1.80 equals 
$1) is recommended for expenditure. The remaining funds have been left for 
purchase with funds appropriated for the Fulbright program, plus appropriations 
for local administrative expenses of the USIA operation in Israel. 

IMG operations in each country are based upon bilateral executive agreements 
between the United States and the foreign government. The agreement on the 
dispostion of IMG funds in Israel was contained in an exchange of notes dated 
June 9, 1952, between the Prime Minister of Israel and our Ambassador to Israel. 
Under this agreement, the funds are ‘‘freely expendable by the United States 
Government for scientific, educational and cultural activities and for such other 
purposes as may hereafter be agreed upon by the United States Government and 
the Government of Israel.’’ This provision of the agreement was introduced at 
the insistence of the Israel Government to avoid the loss of dollar exchange, and 
it now appears in several other agreements. Such a provision has been accepted 
by the United States Government in countries where, for reasons of policy, it has 
been especially desirable to introduce informational materials from the United 
States. While the funds accrued under agreements of this type cannot be utilized 
for general United States expenses, they provide the means through which friendly 
telations can be cemented by using them for cultural, scientific, and educational 
activities of mutual interest. 


SCOPE AND EMPHASIS OF THE PROGRAM 


In February and March of 1956, Mr. Bernard Katzen visited Israel as a special 
consultant to the Secretary of State. He was entrusted with the preparation of 
recommendations for the use of the Israeli pounds accrued under the IMG program 
for purposes that would further the common interests of the United States and 
Israel. These recommendations serve as the basis for this program. The 
following principles were followed in preparing the program: 

1. Each project is calculated to create closer ties between the United States 
and Israel. 

2. Each project is planned to permit it to be financed entirely in loeal currency. 

3. Each project provides some specific new service or facility, not merely 
budgetary support. This was believed necessary both to maximize the impact 
of the proposed expenditures and to avoid future claims for assistance to maintain 
operations. ‘- 

4. The program as a whole is designed to reduce administrative problems and 
expenses to the absolute minimum. Through use of. United States grants, the 
total administrative cost has been kept well below 1 percent. 

5. The program as a whole is designed to appeal to all major social groupings 
Within Israel. ~ 

6. The geographic distribution of the projects was taken into consideration to 
reach as many people as possible. 

_The program proposals listed below represent agreement between the Govern- 
ments of the United States and Israel as the best use of the funds for educational, 
scientific, and cultural activities in Israel, in accordance with the provisions of 
the IMG agreement. 
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Summary of projects through grants 


mire ies Tara) sae i Eee mele wi mneien in $222, 299 
Translation and publication SIRs 9 cir penn Same pees seriben 229° 299 
University and teacher-training scholarships-_-_--.............----- 55, 556 
American-Israel Friendship League—Beersheba_-_...........-.---- 13, 889 
Artists Village (B’nai Zion Foundation)—Ein Hod__-______________ 5, 556 
Association of the Deaf and Mute in Israel__--.._...---.---------- 27, 778 
Bar-Ilan University (construction of American science wing) __--_-_-- 69, 444 
Beth Emmanue! Museum—Ramat Gen- ---......-.-----------.-- 41, 667 
Beth Esther (purchase of orphanage)_.................-.-------.. 3, 333 
Beth Ha’am—Jerusalem (cultural center)............--.-.-------- 27, 778 
Beth Hanoar Haivri (YMHA: YWHA)—Jerusalem (English lan- 

BUMS Lonmiiing eos oo. Se ec... 5, 556 
B’nai B’rith (Yehouda Halevy Lodge)—Tel Aviv (scholarship fund) - 27, 778 
ee Ree SN ado ase nae pene anacneaaue 27,778 
Chinuch Atzmai (elementary school system) --..............---_-- 216, 667 
Community Centers—Nazareth, Kiryat Shmone___.-...__.___-__-- 138, 889 
Council of the Sephardi Community—Jerusalem (study of American 

PUPMIPCORRNO IE sis. LG TUAR ns. Sa did san stews enw esnweweubana 13, 889 
HIAS—United Service—Beersheba (assistance to immigrants) ______ 25, 000 
Hadassah Medical Organization (construction of American wing) -__ 105, 556 
Haifa Municipality (cultural center) ___..............--..-------- 138, 889 
Hazamir (support of choir assembly) -_-__.......--.-------------- 8, 333 
Hebrew University (construction of teachers’ training school) - ______ 111, 111 
Home for Blind JeWml Gittees io Alo.) 2680 1 See avi 27, 778 
Israel-American Archeological Foundation. ______._.___________ _ 333, 333 
Israel-American Museum Foundation (construction of a museum) - __ 833, 333 
Israel Bar Association (erection of an American law library) -_ _____- 27, 778 
Israel Boy Beoute ‘Association. 2222. 22 2 22 2 ee ee oes 5, 556 
Israel Conservatoire and Academy of Music—Tel Aviv___-_-__- Uri ath 16, 667 
Israel Foundation for Infantile Paralysis__....__..........___-_._- 7, 778 
Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa Technion) (construction of 

vocational ‘training buli@itig) oo 8 ue i te Le ek 166, 667 
Jerusalem School of Archeology (archeological studies) __....._____- 27, 778 
Kfar Silver Agricultural " Trainmg Institute. _..............-..-..4. 47, 222 
Kinneroth Esco Music Center (Kin Gey)________-_.__-_--_-___-___- 27, 778 
Pardess Katz Maabarah (construction of children’s nursery) UU. x Z 30, 556 
P’eylim (camp for underprivileged children) ________......._-_---__- 22, 222 
Science Laboratory, Herzlia High School—Tel Aviv.............-_- 27, 778 
Tel Aviv Cultiiral Gonter.2 2 0702 Te os Be polgeduu le 166, 667 
Torah Shelemah Institute (construction of library)_............_--.- 11, 111 
Water desalting rese arch - ie ET ea a ys i caso Saas Sw aa 111, 111 


Young Men’s Christia an Auten! ila liapeeetie ite Aa did al eialis tia cote eteak 
Zebulon Israel Seafaring Society_____...._..._...--.-------_-_--- 5, 556 
Zionist Organization of America—Tel Aviv 


Total projects on grant basis 


Chairs in Israel universities, $222,222 


To finance the establishment of chairs in American studies at Hebrew Uni- 
versity, Weizmann Institute, the Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa Technion), 
Bar-Ilan University, and the University of Tel Aviv. 

It is proposed that chairs be established on a grant basis for a period of from 
3 to5 years. Chairs in American civilization, history, literature, government and/- 
or industrial management would be set up 'to present the American way of life 
on the university level, thus acquainting future leaders of Israel with the culture 
and accomplishments of the United States. 


Translation and publication program, $222,222 

These funds would be used to provide grants to finance the translation, ef 
American and world classics into Hebrew; at least 50 percent of these translations 
would be of American books, including translations of American textbooks and 
technical manuals which would be used by workers and foremen in industry. 

The translation of technical books would be helpful in encouraging private 
initiative in industry and in spreading American technical knowledge to the worker 
level in Israel. 
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University and teacher-training scholarships, $55,556 

To provide grant financing to Israel institutions for scholarships to be awarded 
to Israeli to attend Israel University over a period of 3 to 5 years. The institu- 
tions that would participate are the Hebrew University, the Weizmann Institute, 
the Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa Technion), Bar-Ilan University, and 
the University of Tel Aviv. Scholarships would be made available for courses 
of study which would contribute to closer United States-Israel understanding. 
American-Israel Friendship League—Beersheba, $13,889 

To provide club premises for the league at Beersheba. 

The league is the counterpart of the America-Israel Society in the United 
States. Its aim is to further friendship and understanding between Israel and the 
United States. By providing quarters for the activities of the league in Beersheba, 
where there are increasing numbers of new immigrants, the league would reach 
an important element of the Israel population in a newly developing area. 

Artists Village (B’nai Zion Foundation)—Ein Hod, $5,556 

To construct a ceramics kiln and/or build and equip a studio building. 

This project gives support and encouragement to painters, sculptors, and other 
artists working in ceramics, metal, weaving, etc. American artists frequently 


visit and work in the village, where a house has been set aside for their use to 
facilitate cultural exchange between the two nations. 


Association of the Deaf and Mute in Israel, $27,778 


To complete the construction of the Helen Keller Home, which will serve as 
the center of the activities of the association, and where professional training will 
be given to those who are physically handicapped. 

This project would assist in training persons requiring deep sympathy, care, 
and skilled help before they can progress toward a useful life in the community. 
The training of the deaf and mute has long received wide support in the United 
States, where techniques have been developed which are used throughout the 
world. 

Bar-Ilan University, $69,444 


To build an American science wing to house laboratories for the physical sciences. 

Bar-llan University is a relatively new institution which is introducing the 
American college system into Israel. It plans to facilitate the exchange of stu- 
dents between Israel and the United States and to make a special effort to create a 
cultural bridge between the two countries. 


Beth Emmanuel Museum, Ramat Gen, $41,667 
To add another floor, which will be used as an art gallery, to the museum build- 
ing now being constructed. 
he museum plans to dedicate a large room to American art. This will be use- 
ful for exhibitions of American artists’ work and is expected to be an important 
means of showing to Israel the art and culture of the United States. 
Beth Esther, $3,333 


To purchase a building where orphaned girls will be housed. 

This home takes care of, educates, and trains in useful occupations homeless 
girls, mainly from oriental countries. The proposed allocation would allow the 
oe to buy another building, where 40 or 50 additional orphaned girls may 

nd a home. 


Beth Ha’am, Jerusalem, $27,778 


To help complete the cultural center in Jerusalem. 
his is a nonpartisan center which will serve as a meeting place for people in 
Jerusalem coming from a wide variety of cultural backgrounds. Educational and 
cultural lectures, courses and seminars are to be held in the center. 


Beth Hanoar Haivri (Y MHA: YWHA), Jerusalem, $5,556 

To assist in teaching the English language. 

Most youth organizations in Israel have local political connections, but Beth 
Hanoar Haivri, which has 600 members in Jerusalem and is affiliated with the 
World Federation of YMHA’s is entirely nonpolitical. It is proposed that a 
grant be made to permit this organization to add the teaching of English, both 
through its classes and its dramatic group, to its other activities. 
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B'nai B'rith (Yehouda Halevy Lodge), Tel Aviv, $27,77 


To assist in financing a revolving scholarship loan fund. 

The applicants benefiting from this fund would be those who would otherwise 
be unable to continue their studies. The fund, as a revolving fund, would make 
its impact felt in Israel for many years. 


Boys’ Town, Jerusalem, $27,778 


To purchase equipment for training boys in carpentry and associated trades, 

Boys’ Town in Jerusalem cares for homeless boys and trains them for useful 
lives. It is modeled on Father Flanagan’s Boys’ Town in Nebraska. Throy gh 
the purchase of equipment which will be used ‘to teach them a trade, additional 
underprivileged boys would have an opportunity to become productive, usefy] 
citizens. 

Chinuch Atzmai (elementary school system), $216,667 

To establish courses in American history, and to support the teaching of subjects 
contributing to an understanding of American ideals. 

Chinuch Atzmai is an independent school system in Israel. It proposes to 
introduce courses in American history, and American ideals are to be dissemi- 
nated to Israel youth who at present have little or no instruction in subjects 
dealing with American life. 


Community centers, Nazareth, Kiryat Shmone, $138,889 


To construct and provide basie equipment for community centers in Nazareth 
and Kiryat Shmone. The buildings would contain an auditorium for lectures, 
dramatic performances, and meetings; a library; a reading room and necessary 
service rooms. 

The Government of Israel has undertaken to provide the land and unskilled 
labor for these centers. 

The center at Nazareth would serve a large Arab population where there are 
few community amenities and facilities. It is anticipated that the center would 
help counteract the influence of the Communists among the population of Naza- 
reth, and contribute toward the reduction of local tensions. 

The center at Kiryat Shmone in the northern Galilee would serve a large 
population of recent immigrants and would be a center from which Western 
culture and ideas could be disseminated, especially among Jews who have immi- 
grated from the East. 


Council of the Sephardi Community, Jerusalem, $13,889 


To construct a wing to the postgraduate college, Beit Harashall, to be devoted 
to the study of English, American jurisprudence and constitutional government. 

The Sephardic community in Israel is influential and well respected. Through 
the expanded study of English and American law and government, this important 
source of community leadership will be given an appreciation of American life 
and thought. 


HIAS, United Service, Beersheba, $25,000 


To complete the construction of the HIAS (Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society) 
hostel in Beersheba and to finance the purchase of equipment which can be 
procured locally. 

HIAS is expanding its activities to the rapidly developing Negev, where there 
are many new immigrants. A hostel in Beersheba would provide American eon- 
nected services to people who would not otherwise be reached. 

Hadassah Medical Organization, $105,556 

To assist in the construction of an American wing to the mother and child 
center of Hadassah. 

The Hadassah Medical Organization, an American organization which has for 
many years been active in the medical and social welfare fields of Israel, is 
planning a mother and child hospital in connection with its medical center in 
Jerusalem. This assistance would make an important contribution toward the 
completion of this American-sponsored institution. 


Haifa municipality, $138,889 

To construct a cultural center which would include a library, auditorium, 
gymnasium, etc. 

This project, which is sponsored by the Haifa municipality, would have an 
impact on the growing city of Haifa and the surrounding area. The Haifa 
authorities plan to encourage the use of the facilities of the new center by the 
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fairly large Arab population in that region. Through the center’s use by both 
Arabs and Jews, the center is expected to serve in bringing the two groups closer 
together. 
Hazamir, $8,333 

To support a choir assembly sponsored by Hazamir. 

Hazamir is an educational, public, nonprofit body which sponsors the World 
Assembly of Jewish Choirs. Both American and European choirs participated in 
two oat festivals, and with the proposed assistance a festival can be held 


which will attract a large foreign attendance. United States interest in cultural 
activities would thus receive unusually widespread attention. 


Hebrew University, $111,111 


To construct and equip a teachers’ training high sthool. 

This school will be one of three schools affiliated with the School of Education 
of Hebrew University. It is to be used for training teachers and setting standards 
for edu:ation in Israel. The building would e named for a great American 
educator such as John Dewey or William Kilpatrick. 

Home for Blind Jewish Girls, $27,778 

To furnish equipment for and to support the werk of the Women’s League for 
Israel among the blind. 

This work is centered at the Batei Haluzot in Natanya, where blind girls are 
housed and given vocational training in order to prepare them for an existence 
of dignity and self-support. At present they are taught weaving, bookbinding, 
and music, and they are given courses in Braille and primary subjects. The 
proposed allocation would help to expand the home’s facilities. 


Israel-American Archeological Foundation, $333,333 


To restore the historical sites of Megiddo (Armageddon) and Montfort (Cru- 
sader) and to finance a limited restoration of Subeita (Nabatean); to support 
joint Isreal-American archeological expeditions and excavations in Israel, espe- 
cially in the Negev. 

Those restorations are expected to call widespread attention to these historical 
sites, and would be important tourist attractions. 

With respect to the fieldwork, preliminary surveys indicate that there is a tre- 
mendous amount of archeological exploration to be carried out in the Negev, as 
well as in other parts of Israel, from which information may be gained which would 
contribute to a deeper understanding of our Judeo-Christian heritage. 


Israel-American Museum Foundation, $833,333 


To construct a museum which would house the antiquities of Israel and its 
art treasures, and make it possible for them to be studied and enjoyed by all 
visitors to the museum. It would also provide facilities for scholars and laymen 
interested in studying archeological problems. 

This project would serve as a center for historical studies and would be an 
important tourist attraction. It would fill a long-felt need in Israel, where price- 
less treasures and archeological findings are unusable for lack of display and study 
facilities, and provide a permanent monument to American interest in art and 
antiquities. 

Israel Bar Association, $27,778 


To erect a library wing to house an American Law Library. 

In this period of transition, when Israel is modifying its legal system and practice 
from that established by the Mandate, an American Law Library would most 
helpful to the attorneys and jurists of Israel, and would promote the understand- 
ing of the American legal system. The Association has proposed naming the 
wing after the late Justice Louis Brandeis. 


Israel Boy Scouts Association, $5,556 


To develop the Central National Camp for Israel Boy Scouts. 
The principles of scouting are representative of the highest ideals of western 


- and civilization; this project would help instill these ideals into the youth 
rael. 


Israel Conservatoire and Academy of Music—Tel Aviv, $16,667 


To construct a classroom building for the Conservatoire on land allotted by the 
¢l Aviv municipality. 
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The Conservatoire serves as a training school for musicians, many of whom ar 
reparing for positions with the Israel Philharmonic Orchestra. The love of tig 
sraelis for music makes this a particularly appealing project for American 

support. 


Israel Foundation for Infantile Paralysis, $7,778 


To purchase a bus of local manufacture. 

The means to transport those crippled by infantile paralysis to and frojp 
rehabilitation centers and educational institutions is needed by the foundatiog 
The bus would also be used to transport books and other equipment to the erippled 
who live at a distance from the foundation. American assistance would thys 
serve both humanitarian and educational purposes. 


Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa Technion), $166,667 


To erect a Hall of Humanities and Social Sciences, which would include the 
Department of Pedagogy for training instructors for vocational high schools, 

For some 30 years the Technion has been devoted to the professional training 
of engineers. It is now transferring its activities to a new location on Mount 
Carmel, where it is endeavoring to broaden both the scientific background and 
the general education of its students. An American-type curriculum would be 
added which would develop a sense of the economic, human and nonscientifie 
aspects of the managerial and engineering functions. 


Jerusalem School of Archeology, $27,778 


To finance archeological expeditions in Israel. : 

The Jerusalem School of Archeology is a branch now being organized by Hebrew 
Union College, Cincinnati, which for many years has participated in archeological 
expeditions in Israel. It is particularly noted for its work in the field of biblical 
archeology. Its work should be closely coordinated with the work of the Israel 
American Archeological Foundation. 


Kfar Silver Agricultural Training Institute, $47,222 


To construct an agro-mechanies building, workshop and carpentry shed, a 
medical clinic, and physics, chemistry and biology laboratories buildings. 

This agricultural training institute is named in honor of the prominent American 
Jewish leader, Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver. It encourages private enterprise in 
agriculture and trains students for agricultural employment. 

Kinneroth Esco Music Center (Ein Gev), $27,778 

To complete the concert hall at Ein Gev where music festivals and concerts are 
held. 

The various festivals held at Ein Gev, patterned on Tanglewood, are outstanding 
in the cultural and musical life of Israel. They attract a large audience from 
Israel and abroad. Aside from its national and international appeal, the center 


serves as a point from which western culture is disseminated among the residents 
of the area. 


Pardess Katz Maabarah, $30,556 

To construct and equip a nursery. 

The operation of nurseries for underprivileged children and orphans is carried 
on by the Agudath Israel organization. The construction of a nursery would 


not only be a worthwhile humanitarian activity but would appeal strongly to aa 
influential group in Israel. 


P’eylim, $22,222 

To set up a permanent summer camp for underprivileged children. 

P’eylim is an organization of American student volunteers in Israel which is 
working toward the integration of the new immigrant children in Israel, while 
advancing American ideals of openmindedness, fair play and democracy. | 
permanent summer camp where its activities could be expanded and coordinated 
would do much to carry out this useful work. 


Science Laboratory, Herzlia High School, Tel Aviv, $27,778 
To construct and equip a laboratory which is intended to serve asa pilot 
project and which would help to guide Israel educators in planning the curricula 
of Israel high schools. 
It is proposed to name the laboratory after the American statesman and 
scientist, Benjamin Franklin. A laboratory of this type would be a demonstration 
project in planning for future scientific education in the high schools of Israel. 
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Tel Aviv Cultural Center, $166,667 


To assist in the completion of the Tel Aviv Cultural Center, which will serve as 
agathering point for civic and cultural groups in Israel and will house the Israel 
Philharmonic Orchestra. ye 

The large foyer will be made available to the United States Embassy in Tel 
Aviv for meetings, receptions, etc. This project is sponsored by the municipality 
of Tel Aviv, and will serve as a major center identified with the United States, for 
culture and education in Israel as a whole. 


Torah Shelemah Institute, $11,111 

To purchase locally a valuzble library of 4,000 volumes to add to the’ research 
facilities of the institute. 

The institute is sponsored by the American Bibical Encyclopedia Society for 
the purpose of fostering biblical research. The membership of the organization 
includes well-known scholars and community leaders. The purchase of this 


library would assist the institute in translating and publishing biblical literature 
of interest to both the Jewish and Christian community. 


Water desalting research, $111,111 
To finance a program of scientific research and development in the deminerali- 
gation of brackish and sea water. ' 
This project is to be carried out through a grant administered by.the. Weizmann 
Institute and would be related to the desalination research of the United States 


Department of the Interior. The results of this study should be of value to 
both the United States and Israel, 


World history of the Jewish people, $41,667 

To finance historical research on the Jewish people. 

The overall objective of this special organization, operating under the name 
World History of the Jewish People, is to publish a comprehensive new history 
of the Jewish people, of which (1) a part is to be devoted to the establishment of 
the State of Israel, and (2) the part the United States and American Jewry played 
in it. It is proposed that assistance be provided toward the latter work. 

Young Men’s Christian Association, Nazareth, $27,77 

To provide a building for the Nazareth YMCA. 

The Young Men’s Christian Association in Nazareth is under the administration 
of the American and Canadian National Board. While the organization is already 
carrying on useful work in Nazareth among the Arab population, it is believed its 
influence would be materially increased if it had more suitable quarters at its 


disposition. This would help it to combat the influence of the Communist 
elements which are active in that area. 


































Zebulon Israel Seafaring Society, $5,556 

To repair engines which the society can then use to expand its practical training 
activities. 

The society was founded to train young men in seamanship. 
ties with similarly interested groups in the’ United States. 
while small, would enable it to operate with greater effect. 
Zionist Organization of America, Tel Aviv, $41,662 

To establish a bureau of information on America, to establish classes in English 
and American literature, to finance seminars on American topics, and to recon- 
struct the library, theater, and concert hall of the ZOA House, Tel Aviv. 

The ZOA House in Tel Aviv is sponsored by the American Zionist Organization: 
The proposed grant will make it possible for this organization to interest many 
additional people in the United States and in the English language. 

Total projects on grant basis, $3,516,667. 


Administration 





It has maintained 
The proposed grant, 













Inasmuch as this program is largely to be operated on a grant basis, it can’ be 
supervised through the American Embassy staff in Tel Aviv. A -small staff of 
three local employees will be required, however, to assist in preparing the detailed 
terms of the grants and assuring the proper used of the funds. Total administra- 
tion, $8,333. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Extenper. Did we not have this before the committes 
and have it turned down the last time? 

Senator Macnuson. Last year this item was turned down in the 
committee and included in the floor by amendment of Senator Dirk. 
sen. 


Senator ELLenpER. The conference eliminated it. 
Senator Maanuson. Yes. 


Mr. Licurner. I have a prepared statement which, with your 
permission, I will file. 


_. Chairman Hayprn. You may insert the statement in the record or 
if it is short you may read it. 

Mr. Licutner. I would like to submit it for the record and give 
you a very brief summary, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STaTeMENT OF THE Derury Assistant SecreTaRY For Pustiic AFFAIRS oy 
EpvucaTIonal, ScrENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES IN ISRAEL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Department hereby requests 
an appropriation of $3,525,000 for fiscal year 1958 for educational, scientific, and 
cultural activities in Israel. These funds will be used to purchase Israeli pounds 

enerated by the informational media guaranty program which are owned by the 
nited States Treasury and will be used for the purposes outlined in these estimates, 

You may recall that funds for this program were requested in the second 
supplemental] appropriations bill for fiscal year 1957 (H. R. 12350). The request 
was submitted too late for incorporation in the House appropriations bill, but 
hearings were held by this committee of the Senate. 

The budget for this program presented last year was an illustrative one. The 
budget now before you is an actual one. It represents the total estimated expendi- 
tures for 42 projects plus local administrative costs in Israel. Two projects shown 
in last year’s budget have been eliminated in the present estimates, both for 
technical reasons. The first—construction of a United States information center 
and library in Tel Aviv—was deleted because it would be a technical violation 
of operations under the Foreign Buildings Act. The second—operation of mobile 
motion-picture units and mobile libraries—was deleted because such activities 
are a part of normal USIA operations and should be a regular part of the budget 
of that Agency. 

For those of you gentlemen who were not present at last year’s hearings, I 
should like to say just a few words about the origin and development of this pro- 
gem The informational media guaranty program, originally authorized by the 

conomic Cooperation Act of 1948, makes it possible for foreign countries havi 
a shortage of foreign exchange, to import books and magazines from the Uni 
States through commercial channels. The foreign importer pays the American 
exporter in local currency and the exporter exchanges the local currency upon 
application to the United States Information Agency. 

e IMG program can only operate in countries that are willing to make formal 
agreements with the United States for its implementation. Such an agreement 
was signed with the Government of Israel in 1952. The agreement stipulates 
that the local currencies accruing to the United States Government under this 
arrangement shall be used for educational, scientific, and cultural activities and 
such other purposes as may be agreed upon between the two Governments. 

In order to secure recommendations as to the best use of these funds for further- 
ing the common interests of the Uuited States and Israel, within the provisions 
of the 1952 agreement, the Secretary of State appointed Mr. Bernard Katzen, 
attorney, of New York City, as a special consultant. After conferring with 
ee Government officials and many private organizations in this country. 

r. Katzen spent more than a month in Israel assembling recommendations am 
proposals from private organizations in all parts of that country, and consulting 
with officials of the American Embassy and the Government of Israel. Upon his 
return he was faced with the difficult task of selecting and recommending the 
best projects from among some 277 proposals. In making these recommendations, 
he was guided by the principles appearing on page 6 of these estimates. 
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Department accepted the final recommendations contained in Mr. Katzen’s 
report which form the basis of the program you have under consideration here. 

We believe that these projects will do much to promote friendship and good 
will for the United States among many different segments of the population 
throughout Israel. 


In closing I would like to introduce Mr. Bernard Katzen who appeared before 
this committee last year and is here again today to answer any questions you 
gentlemen may have about the projects outlined in these estimates. 


TOTAL PROJECTS INVOLVED 


Mr. Licutner. This is a request for $3,525,000 for educational, 
scientific, and cultural activities in Israel. These funds will be used 
to purchase Israeli pounds generated by the informational media 

aranty program which are owned by the United States Treasury 
and will be used for the 42 projects that are outlined in these estimates. 

The proposal this year differs from that submitted to your com- 
mittee last year in four respects: One, the appropriation language 
has been changed; the dollars will accrue to miscellaneous receipts of 
the United States Treasury as distinct from reverting to the revolving 
fund of the informational media guaranty program which was the 
ease last. vear. 

The budget this year is now an actual one as distinct from the 
budget presented to you last year which at that time was an illus- 
trative one. Then two projects which were presented to you last 
year have been deleted. We presented 44 to you last year and this 
program is for 42. 

he projects that were deleted were one for the construction of a 
United States information center and library in Tel Aviv. This was 
deleted because it would be a technical violation of operations under 
the Foreign Buildings Act. The second project that has been deleted 
is for the operation of the mobile motion-picture units and mobile 
libraries. ‘That was deleted because such activities are a part of the 
normal USLA activity. 

Senator Macnuson. On page 7 you have a list of all of them. 

Mr. Licutner. That is right; the 42 projects. I was just men- 
tioning the fact that there are two that have been deleted from last 
year’s list of 44. 

I will not explain what this information media guaranty program is. 
It is explained in my written statement and I think it is understood 
by the committee. 

The IMG agreement with Israel, signed in 1952, contains this 
limitation that the local currencies accruing to the United States 
Government shall be used for educational, scientific, and cultural 
activities and such other purposes as may be agreed upon. In order 
to secure recommendations as to the best use of these funds the 
Secretary of State appointed Mr. Bernard Katzen, of New York City, 
as a special consultant. He is here today and will be ready to answer 
_ questions regarding these various specific projects all of which 
he has examined in great detail. He has sought the best possible 
advice in this country. He made a trip to Israel and consulted there. 
He has gone over some 277 proposals that were made to him, and 
out of that he has come up with the 42 that you have before you: 
~ We feel that these projects will im fact do much to promote friendship 
ind good will for the United States among many different segments 6f 
the population throughout Israel. 
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POSSIBILITY OF NEED FOR ADDITIONAL GRANTS 


Chairman Haypren. Many of the projects involve grant financing, 
To what extent will additional grants be required in future years for 
the same. purpose? 

Mr. Karzen. None, as far as I know. 

Chairman Haypen. It does not start something that has to be 
carried on? 

Mr. Katzen. No continuing aid, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. These credits result from advances made by 
us to purchase books for Israel. 

Mr. Karzen. This is part of the fund accumulated under the so- 
called IMG program. Mr. Beers is at my right and is fully familiar 
with that program. 


DESCRIPTION OF IMG PROGRAM 


Senator ELLENpER. Will you tell us in a nutshell how that program 
works and how this amount accumulated? 

Mr. Beers. My name is Robert Beers. I am Chief of the In- 
formational Media Guaranty Division in the United States Informa- 
tion Agency. The IMG program makes it possible for American 
publishers of books and periodicals to sell their books and periodicals 
through commercial channels in countries that do not have sufficient 
dollar exchange. The agreement with Israel was concluded in 1952 
and the program began operating that year. Under the program the 
United States Information Agency issues guaranties to publishers and 
other exporters of books. When the publisher has a contract, he 


arranges to sell his books in the foreign country through regular 
commercial channels. The importer, instead of paying the American 
publisher in dollars, is able to pay him in local currency, and under the 
terms of the guaranty contract the American publisher turns the 
local currency over to us and we give him equivalent dollars. 


RATE OF EXCHANGE 


Senator ELLENDER. Was the initial contract £1 per dollar? 

Mr. Brrers. The agreement does not specify a rate of exchange. 
This program in every country operates at the rates of exchange 
applicable to these particular categories of imports—books and 
periodicals in this instance. The original rate of exchange was 
1£0.72 to $1. 

Senator ELuenpER. [£0.72? 

Mr. Besrs. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNpER. How much is it now? 

Mr. Beers. The current rate, sir, is [£1.4 to $1. 


EFFECT OF DECREASE IN VALUE OF POUNDS 


” Senator ELtenpeEr. I knew there was a difference of 2 to 1. How 
was this tund affected because of the decrease in the value of the 
pound in Israel? 

Mr. Beers. Well, sir, we have acquired currencies, of course, buy- 
ing them at the rate at which the American exporter was paid by the 
Israel importer. 
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Senator ELLenper. In other words, you are paying 0.74. 

Mr. Brerrs. 0.72 in the beginning. The rate then changed to I£1 
to $1 and last December the rate changed to [£1.4 to $1. 

Senator ELLENDER. At what rate are these being exchanged now? 

Mr. Beers. Well, the Treasury releases these currencies, Senator, 
at the rate of 1£1.8 to $1, which is the most favorable rate available 
tothe United States Government for expenditures in Israeli currency. 


TOTAL ISRAELI POUNDS ON HAND 


Senator ELLENDER. How many pounds do you have on hand now? 

Mr. Brerrs. I can give the dollar value. 

Senator Exzenper. I would like to know the number of pounds to 
find out what the rate of exchange is now in contrast to the rate paid 
when we acquired these pounds. 

Mr. Berrs. You would like to know, Senator, how many pounds 
welhave acquired and what we have paid for them? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Mr. Breurs. Yes, sir. We have on hand as of June 30, 1957, 
[£8.7 million, which were acquired at a total cost of $9.8 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was the total amount authorized? Do 
you remember the figure on the amount authorized for all these 
purchases? 


PROGRAM OPERATING UNDER WORLDWIDE AUTHORIZATION 


Mr. Brerrs. Senator, this program operates under a total authoriza- 
tion worldwide. No particular authorization applies to any one 
country. 

Senator Etpenper. But I think Israel took advantage of it more 
30 than any other country. 

Mr. Beers. We have a larger program operating in the Philippines 
- are correct, sir, that we have had a very large program in 
srael. 

Senator Magnuson. This appropriation of $3,525,000 is allocated 
to}what appropriation? Is that allocated to the State Department 
appropriation? 

Mr. Beers. Under the terms of the appropriation language it would 

to miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury. It merely covers the 

awdown of these currencies. 

Senator Magnuson. You are drawing out of the fund that is there? 

Mr. Beers. We own I£8.7 million. 

Senator Magnuson. You are asking for authority to spend 
$3,525,000 out of that fund. 

Mr. Beers. That is correct. 


PURPOSE OF CASH APPROPRIATION 


Senator ELLENDER. Why is it necessary to get a cash appropria- 
tion? Is that to buy the pounds? 

Mr. Beers. This is a paper transaction. 

Senator Maanuson. What do we do with the pounds? 

Mr. Beers. The pounds will be exended in accordance with the 
projects set forth. 
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Senator Macnuson. So that this is merely a bookkeeping transac. 
tion in effect? 

Mr. Beers. That is right, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. Except that we take the loss on the rate of 
exchange. 

Mr. Beers. Yes, sir. Of course the IMG fund will suffer this logs 
of the currencies which we have already bought, but for the purpose 
of using the currency it is a paper transaction, sir. 


LAW LIBRARY PROJECT 


Senator ELLenpER. I notice you have listed a project entitled, 
“Israel Bar Association, erection of an American law library, $27,778.” 
Sar Se that fund be used for that purpose? Can anybody tell 
me that? 

Mr. Katzen. Senator, when that project was submitted to me with 
the documentation to support it, I felt that it would be useful in view 
of the fact that there is presently a transition in the legal system of 
Israel. They functioned under the British system, during the 
mandate. I thought that it would be useful to assist the Israel bar, 

Senator Extenper. Why can the lawyers not take care of that 
themselves the same as we do here? Why should American money 
be used to establish a library for the lawyers out there? That is what 
it amounts to. 

Mr. Karzen. Senator, my terms of reference committed me to 
making recommendations for scientific, cultural, and educational 
projects. 

Senator Ertenprer. What you did here, Mr. Katzen, was simply 
to find some ways and means of spending that money. Why can you 
not do it in other ways rather than do it this way, and try to save a 
few American dollars? We are spending quite a bit of money in 
Israel. Why could not those pounds be used in Israel to do something 
for which we are now spending dollars? 

Mr. Karzen. Senator, if we could get the American concept of 
justice over to the Israeli public at the time when their system is m 
a transitional period I think it would be useful. It fits within the 
educational program as do all of these allocations fit within the 
scientific, cultural, and educational fields. 


TEL AVIV CULTURAL CENTER 


Senator ELtenper. I notice a project of $166,667 for the Tel Aviv 
Cultural Center. What is that? 

Mr. Karzen. The Tel Aviv Cultural Center is a structure, an 
auditorium with a foyer. This auditorium will be the largest audi- 
torium in the Middle East. It is a place where the Israel Symphony 
will be housed. I had the privilege of inspecting the premises down- 
stairs. It will have a foyer which will house art exhibits and they 
will grant permission to and welcome our Ambassador’s holding 
receptions in the rooms in that foyer. It, in my opinion, fitted within 
the terms of reference of my mission and T thought it would be useful 
and helpful in establishing a closer affinity between Israel and the 
United States in the cultural field if we would help in the construction 
of that cultural center. 
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WORLD HISTORY OF JEWISH PEOPLE 


Senator ELLENDER. I notice another item for World History of the 
Jewish People, $42,667. Why spend that money for that purpose? 

Mr. Katzen. Well, Senator, there were some book translation 

jects which were submitted, quite a few. I limited the number 
satel pa upon favorably to a few. I included that one. _ The 
documentation, the supporting documents and the need for it seemed 
to me to be fairly persuasive and I also thought that that fitted 
within the program. 

BOY SCOUT PROJECT 


Senator ELLeNDER. I see you have a project for the Israel Boy 
Scouts Association and another for Boystown in Jerusalem. Why 
should any money be spent for that purpose? 

Mr. Karzen. Under each of these projects which I recommended 
I explained the reason which prompted me to make the recommenda- 
tion. I don’t just readily get to this Boy Scout project but I can 
tell you almost spontaneously that it occurred to me that if the Boy 
Seout concept which is a western concept could be conveyed to the 
Boy Scouts in Israel, I think it would establish a cultural affinity 
between the youth of Israel and our own. 

Senator ELuenper. Are there any Boy Scout groups organized 
now? 

Mr. Karzen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do they not proceed as we do here, the 
same as with Boystown? Could not this money be used, in other 
words, for purposes that would be more in line with the use for which 
this money should be spent? In other words, this was in the nature 
of grants that the United States Government made to Israel to buy 
books; is that correct? 

Mr. Karzen. No. I am sorry, Senator. I don’t think that we 
made grants to buy books. I think this fund accumulated under 
this program and Mr. Beers has explained it. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. You are turning it into grants now, if you will 
pardon me, because what we did here was to put up American dollars 
to pay for books that were furnished to Israel. You are taking the 
accumulation of Israeli pounds that resulted from this program and 
- are now making them available to Israel by way of grants; is that 
right? 

Mr. Katzen. Substantially. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Not substantially. Itis. 

Mr. Karzen. Yes. 

Senator ELtenper. Of course. Let us not say “substantially” 
because it is additional grants that you are making to Israel. 


GRANTS TO PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 


Mr. Karzen. Not to Israel. That is why I said substantially. 
As a matter of fact, these are mostly to private institutions withm 
Israel and no grant per se is being made to Israel. 

Senator ELtENpDER. That makes it even worse from a policy stand- 
point for our Government to give to private institutions, private 
schools. We don’t do it in our own country. You do not find 
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money from the Federal Government lavished upon private instity. 
tions over here, but you are advocating that we do it in Israel. 


BACKGROUND OF ISRAELI CREDITS 


Mr. Karzen. Senator, with the permission of the Chair, if I may, | 
will make this explanatory note. Without regard to whether ¢ 
original program, the IMG program had worth or not, what happened 
in this situation was that as a result of an agreement made between 
the Government of Israel and our own Government, the United States 
these funds which accumulated under the IMG program and which 
are presently lying in the banks of Israel doing nothing by reason of 
the restrictive agreement were to be expended only for science, cul- 
ture, and education. There are these 7 million or 8 million pounds 
lying in the banks of Israel doing nothing. They cannot be spent for 
any other purpose except for scientific, cultural and educational 
purposes. 











RESEARCH LABORATORY IN WORK OF DESALTING WATER 


































Senator Tuys. May I interrupt? If you do not set up these 
projects those funds will continue to lie there and these projects you 
believe would aid and advance and assist Israel to not only meet some 
of its problems but also to aid in the youth question such as the Boy 
Scouts. I notice here that there is to be a research laboratory in the 
work of desalting water, so to speak. It is a question of if it was carried 
out there with the use of these funds that are otherwise frozen that it 
would be highly beneficial as a research project to the United States, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Katzen. That is so, Senator. 





POUNDS ACCUMULATED IN 1957 


Chairman Haypren. How much money has accumulated in the past 
12 months? 
Mr. Beers. In fiseal year 1957, Mr. Chairman, we purchased 
$1% million of Israel pounds which would come approximately to 
about 1 million Israeli pounds. 
Chairman Haypren. You mean that $1 million has been added to 
this in the past year? 
Mr. Berrs. $1% million in the purchases of Israeli pounds in 1957. 


DURATION OF AGREEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. How long is this agreement going to last? 
Mr. Berrs. This agreement has no termination date on it. 
Chairman Haypen. Can we not terminate it at any date we see fit? 
Mr. Beurs. The program is under review in our agency now, SI, 

with the idea of limiting it. 

Senator ELtenprER. Why do you not terminate it? You could use 
the money to much better advantage, I believe. Does this come out 
of USIS funds? 

Mr. Beurs. No, Mr. Chairman. This program is entirely separate 
and distinct from the USIS. 
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FINANCING OF IMG PROGRAM 


Senator ELtENpER. Where do you get the money? 

Mr. Beers. Originally this program was set up in the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948. They have still operating in ICA an in- 
dustrial-guaranty program which makes it possible for American 
investors to invest abroad with a guaranty of certain protections of 
their investment. Our program is financed out of the same borrowing 
authority originally established in the amount of $200 million. to apply 
to both guaranty programs. Last.spring, in the Mutual Security Act 
of 1956, the IMG program was separated out and away from the 
industrial program and a revolving fund of $28 million in borrowing 
authority was established for the IMG program. It is with these 
funds and these resources that we operate this program worldwide. 
The IMG program was given to the Information Agency to adniinister 
in 1952. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES TO DATE 


Senator ELLENDER. How much money have you spent on this pro- 
gram since its inception? Can you give us a list of all the countries 
and how much has been spent in each? 

Mr. Beers. I can, sir, yes. 

(The information requested appears on p. 179.) 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the total? 

Senator MaGnuson. Where did you get your million dollars in this 
last year? 

Mr. Burrs. Out of this $28 million in borrowing authority. 

Senator Macnuson. Where did you get it? From what appropria- 
tion did it come? 

Mr. Brers. There are no appropriated funds involved. 

Senator Magnuson. Where did you borrow? 

Mr. Brerrs. The United States Treasury is authorized to accept $28 
million in notes to finance this program. 

Chairman Hayprn. Ultimately the United States would have to 

ay. 
: Senator Macnuson. We pay for it in the long run. 

Mr. Brrrs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. Why do you not come here and get an appro- 
priation to do this? 

Mr. Beers. Senator, this is the way the program was established 
by the Congress. 

Senator ELLENDER. They could not justify it. 

Senator Macnuson. How much did you spend of last year’s 
amount? 

Mr. Brrrs. I can give you a summary. 

Senator Magnuson. Approximately. 

Mr. Beers. What did we spend for the purchase of currencies? 

Senator Magnuson. You spent $150,000. 

Mr. Beers. $1% million in Israel. 

Senator Magnuson. You bought that much but how much of the 
$1% million did you expend? 

Mr. Berrs. Israel currency, you mean. $150,000. You are right. 

Senator Maanuson. That is all you spent? 

Mr. Beers. That is right. 
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Senator Maanuson. Why did you buy a million dollars? 

Mr. Beers. These guaranty contracts are issued to publishers to 
cover the sales of their books and under the terms of these contracts 
we are bound to convert Israel’s currency up to the face amount of 
their contracts. 

Senator Macnuson. Here is the list. There are others than books, 
There is Decca records. How do they get in this program? 

Mr. Beers. The list you have there, Senator, represents the 
worldwide operations of this program. 

Senator Magnuson. Columbia Pictures. 

Mr. Burrs. They do not operate in Israel. We have a motion. 
picture program in three countries but we do not have a motion- 
picture program in Israel. 

Senator Magnuson. The Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Co. is 
sending American code books, I assume. 
oa Evienver. This fund is being administered, you say, by 

Mr. Beers. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELuenpEr. That is in addition to the money that we 
appropriate for them yearly. 

Mr. Brrers. The responsibility for administering the program was 
given to the United States Information Agency. This program was 
created by Congress, Senator. 


BORROWING AUTHORIZATION 


Senator ELLENpDER. I understand that. We are learning a lot of 
things here that we voted blindly, a little gadget here and there that 
we could not detect. Here we find that you have authorization to 
borrow money to the extent of $200 million. 

Mr. Beers. No, sir. At the present time this program is limited 
to $28 million. 

Senator ELuenpeER. I refer to the overall program. 

Mr. Beers. The guaranty program. 

Senator ELLENDER. $200 million, and $28 million of this is being 
handled by you at the present for the purpose of purchasing books, 
records, and what else? 

Mr. Beers. Purchasing currencies resulting from the sale of those 
materials. 

Senator ELLENpER. I understand that is how the project operates, 
but we are really buying the books. It is true that on its face itis 
more or less.an exchange of our money for the money of the host 
country, but eventually it turns out to be a grant the same as in this 
case. 

Mr. Beers. Not in all countries, Senator. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. In which country would that not be true? 


PHILIPPINES PROGRAM 


Mr. Brsrs. Let me cite our experience in the Philippines where 
we have issued $8.1 million in contracts and purchased $4.2 million 
in pesos and have sold them at actually a profit of $6,957. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why would it not be possible to get the Israel 
Government to agree to spend this monev in order to do things for 
which we are now spending dollars in Israel? For instance, we are 
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spending a lot of money to build a pumping plant and water facilities 
for Israel to bring water to the various towns. Why could you not 
induce Israel’s Government to use that money for that purpose? 


REASON FOR RESTRICTION IN AGREEMENT 


Mr. Beers, Well, Senator, I might explain the reason why this 
restriction was placed in the agreement—incidentally, the agreement 
with Israel was negotiated by the Mutual Security Agency. We 
inherited the Israel program in USIA but the reason is simply a ques- 
tion of economics. If we buy under the IMG program Israeli cur- 
rency, or the currency of any other country from American exporters, 
and make free use of that money to meet all Government expenses——— 

Senator ExLENDER. Within Israel. . 

Mr. Beers. This, at the time the agreement was negotiated would 
have represented an impairment of Israel’s dollar income because our 
Embassy was buying at the time Israel currencies with American 
dollars to defray expenses. The Israel Government would not accept 
this program without having a.restriction placed on this use of the 
currencies. 

Senator Maanuson. The Senator asked you another question. 
Why did you not use it for these other things? 

Mr. Berrs. I cannot answer that. 

Senator Magnuson. Can somebody answer it? 

Mr. Karzen. I might say that the type of project that Senator 
Ellender suggests I do not believe fits within the program. 

Senator ExLeENpDER. You are wrong, Mr. Katzen. I just read the 
law. 

Senator Macnuson. You are not answering my question. Why 
can you not do what the Senator from Louisiana suggests? Are you 
prohibited by law? 

Mr. Katzen. By the terms of the agreement that was entered into. 


PROVISION OF BASIC LAW 


Senator ELLENDER. Let me read the law: 


Such currencies shall be available as may be provided for by the Congress in 
appropriation acts for use of educational, scientific, and cultural purposes which 
are in our international interest in the United States or for such other purposes of 
mutual interest as may be agreed upon by the two Governments. 

You can do anything with it. It strikes me because of the fact that 
this represents money borrowed by our Government, that some of our 
representatives ought to see to it that the money is used for purposes 
other than to put up a library in Israel for Israeli lawyers, to help the 
Israeli Boy Scouts to organize and what have you. Particularly 
should we cease assisting and aiding private institutions—something 
we cannot do for our own people under our Constitution. 

Mr. Katzen. May I explain that. 

Senator Maanuson. I do not want an explanation. I want to 
know whether you think under the law that you are prohibited from 
doing some of the things suggested by the Senator from Louisiana. 

Senator ELLENDER. The law now, not the agreement. 

Mr. Karzen. I have not studied the law, to be perfectly frank. 

Senator Magnuson. You recommend these projects. You ought 
to know what you want to recommend. 
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TERMS OF AGREEMENT 


Mr. Karzen. Yes, but I felt that I was bound and still believe so— 
I believe that we are bound by the agreement that was entered into on 
June 9, 1952, between the Government of Israel and our Government 
the law to the contrary notwithstanding, because here are the terms 
of the agreement and this agreement says, if I may read it, that: 

The Government of Israel agrees that the Israeli pounds acquired by the 
United States Government pursuant to such guaranty will be freely expendable 
by the United States Government for scientific, educational, and cultural activities 
and for such other purposes as may hereafter be agreed upon by the United States 
and the Government of Israel. 

Senator Macnuson. Would you think it advisable to begin negotia- 
tions to get the Israeli Government to agree that some of this money 
might be used for such other purposes as suggested? 

Mr. Karzen. Senator, that is exactly what I did when I went to 
Israel. 

Senator Maenuson. For instance, State Department expenses for 
which we have to appropriate money. 


LOCAL CURRENCY EXPENSES OF USIS 


Mr. Brsers. May I inject, Senator, that this fund is used to meet 
the local currency expenses of the USIS there. That accounts for 
about $50,000 a year. It is also used to finance the Fulbright pro- 
gram which started last year. 

Senator Maanuson. That is the type of expense I am thinking of. 
I can understand your first item where you are establishing chairs in 
American studies in Hebrew universities but in your third item you 
are just establishing scholarships, plain scholarships. ‘They may not 
have a thing to do with the United States or American culture or 
American studies. 

Mr. Karzen. Every one of these projects has to have some affinity, 
is calculated to create some affinity between our Government and the 
Government of Israel in the particular field. 


SCHOLARSHIP PROJECT 


Senator Macnuson. How do you get a scholarship just to attend 
the Israel University over a period of 3 to 4 years? 
Mr. Karzen. Which project is that? 
Senator Magnuson. That is No. 3, page 8. What type of scholar- 
ships are those? You have the chairs. 
Mr. Karzen. We have Fulbright funds coming out of this. 
Senator Magnuson. That is not Fulbright scholarships. 
Mr. Karzen. There are others. 
Senator Magnuson. In the last sentence you have a broad state- 
ment that— 
Scholarships will be available for courses of study which will contribute to a closer 
United States-Israel understanding. 
What type of scholarships would they be? 
Mr. Karzen. I think the nature of the studies 
Senator Magnuson. Do you not think this committee ought to 
have the benefit of knowing what we are spending our money for, 
what they are studying? 
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Mr. Karzen. Certainly. 

Senator MaGnuson. In your other scholarships in item No. 1 you 
set out that these will be chairs in American studies. 

Mr. Katzen. Yes. 

Senator MaGnuson. That is the teachers. Then you come to 
scholarships. You have no limitation there. 

Mr. Karzen. I think it is rather broad, and I think that the imple- 
mentation of this program in all its aspects would have to be adminis- 
tered by our Ambassador in Israel. There are many tie ups to 
demonstrate this affinity that I have talked about in my report. 

Senator MaGcnuson. You have a scholarship loan fund which we 
do not even do for our own people. I cannot go to the United States 
Government and get a loan to go to college, but you can do it here 
with our money. 

ZIONIST ORGANIZATION PROJECT 


Senator ELLenprer. That is what I was saying awhile ago. There 
is a project listed for the Zionist Organization of America. What is 
that for? 

Mr. Karzen. That is an allocation for the ZOA House in Tel Aviv. 
That is a building that houses the group that addresses itself primarily 
to creating better understanding between the Israelis and Americans. 
Toshow you how it works, when distinguished visitors from the United 
go to Israel they are welcomed in the ZOA House and generally make 
addresses there. 

Senator ELtenprer. Was not a big office building in Tel Aviv put 
up by Zionists to handle their financial undertakings? 

Mr. Karzen. No; I think I know the building to which you refer. 

Senator ELtenpex. What building is that? I was informed it 
was a Zionist building. 

Mr. Karzen. That was, I think, one of the Histadrut buildings. 

Senator E.punpnr. Have you anything listed among the projects 
for the non-Zionist group—any competition between the two organi- 
zations? 

Mr. Karzen. I respectfully suggest that no such organization 
submitted any program to me. 

Senator KLLENDER. Are you a Zionist? 

Mr. Karzen. No, sir; I am not a Zionist. I came there imparti- 
ally to try to do a job in a unique situation. 

Senator ELLENDER. With all due respect, in looking over that list, 
itis apparent you are just trying to spend that money somewhere. 
It strikes me that this whole thing, Mr. Chairman, ought to be put 
over and let us look thoroughly into the situation—as we sought to 
do the last. time—and see if this money could not be used for other 
purposes than those mentioned in this brochure. Offhand, I would 
say that only 2 or 3 projects in the current list might stand the test. 


CHOIR ASSEMBLY 


Senator Maanuson. I think you had better look at that last “and 
for other purposes.” For instance, this is a small item and we 
should not quarrel about it, but you are appropriating our money to 
establish a choir in Israel. 

Mr. Karzen. No; not quite that. 

Senator Magnuson. It says here “to support a choir assembly.” 
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Mr. Katzen. This choir assembly was explained to me and I do 
not have all the information at my fingertips but I remember mogt 
of it. It promotes and fosters a convention of choirs from all over the 
world and one of the choirs that has been invited was a choir from 
the United States; to that extent I felt there was an atfinity involved 
and made the allocation. With the permission of the chairman, may 
I make this additional comment? I think it is pertinent to the point 
that you raised, Senator, on the negotiations with the State of Israel, 
When J went to Israel [ asked the Government of Israel to submit 
proposals of priorities for projects that they f2lt they would like to 
see assisted under this program and they did submit their proposals, 
I did not go along with a/l of them, that is true, but I did go alo 
with some of them and all the proposals that I have recommend 
fit within the program, my own thinking as a combination of my 
own ideas on the subject and the proposals submitted by the Govern- 
ment of Israel. 

MUSEUM FOR ISRAELI ART TREASURES 


Senator Magnuson. You have this archeological foundation in 
which Americans are going to participate which adds a great deal 
but you are building a museum for $833,000 for Israel art treasures. 

Mr. Katzen. That was Israel’s top priority. 

Senator Magnuson. What has that to do with America? 

Mr. Karzen. It has several things to do. 

Senator Macnuson. This is the building. You are building the 
building. 

Mr. Katzen. They are building a building to house the archeological 
foundation, the treasurers that they dug up in Israel. 

Senator Macnuson. What would you think if we did the same thing 
for Egypt for the treasures? 

Mr. Karzen. If it ean be used for the purposes and to create—— 
Senator Macnuson. I am not proposing this. 


TOURIST ATTRACTION 


Mr. Karzen. For one thing, Senator, I say if it attracts the tourists 
with hard dollars that this inevitably will, I think it may to some 
extent diminish the need for assistance in other directions. That is 
one of the purposes. As it happens the old museum was taken on 
the Arab side and they do not have a decent museum to exhibit all 
of these rich treasures of art. 

Senator Magnuson. I understand that. 

Mr. Karzen. | am trving to justify the program. 

Senator Magnuson. These things are very desirable things to do, 
but are we going to start to do this all over the world? 

Mr. Karzen. Senator, this was a unique restrictive agreement that 
was entered into June 9, 1952, between both Governments. I had 
nothing to do with the agreement. 

Senator Maanuson. They just found another tomb in Turkey last 
week. Are we going to have a program to build a museum for Turkey? 

Mr. Brurs. We have a program in Turkey, but are able to use 
all the currencies we acquire there. 

Senator Magnuson. You are going to have a classroom to tram 
musicians for positions with the philharmonic orchestra. What has 
that to do with us? 
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Mr. Karzen. In trying to cover the scientific, cultural and educa- 
tional groups I tried to reach every facet of their life, science, painting, 
museums. I tried to reach the geographic groupings, the population 

upings, all the segments of society which I think created a tremen- 
esa stir and great good will, This type of agreement with Israel is 
wique and exists in only two other countries of the world, Pakistan 
and Indonesia. 

CONCERT HALL FOR MUSIC FESTIVALS 


Senator Macnuson. Then you have an item to complete a concert 
hall where music festivals and concerts can be held. We cannot 
even get a stadium for the Capital in Washington. We cannot get 
money to build even a center down here. They are going to do it 
themselves. We have not even a cultural center for the Capital of the 
United States. 

Senator DworsHak. Why do you not move the Capital abroad and 
get it? 

Senator Macnuson. Just Friday we finished trying to figure some 
ways and means that we might get a cultural center for the Capital 
of the United States and here you are going to build one there with 
our money. I think they are both desirable but we have some 
problems here too. 

Mr. Karzen. My understanding, sophomoric as it may be, is that 
there is not a dollar expenditure involved in the item which is before 
your honorable body. ‘This is the unfreezing of Israeli pounds lying 
in the banks of Israel uselessly doing nothing. 

Senator Magnuson. But eventually we have to pay back the 
money borrowed from the Treasury. This does not come out of thin 
air. Sooner or later we are going to have to pay that money back. 


TOTAL PURCHASES OF ISRAELI CURRENCIES TO DATE 


Senator ELLENDER. Can you answer this question? I have before 
me a copy of a statement furnished, I think, to the House, concerning 
the United States Information Agency informational media guaranty 
program, Israel, total guaranty contracts issued and dollar purchases 
of Israel currencies by company through June 3C, 1957. It shows 
here in the last column. “Dollar payments for Israeli currency 
purchased,’’ a total of $9,879,493.84. Is that figure correct? 

Mr. Beers. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Extenper. Then there is a total for face amount of con- 
tracts. Apparently there are additional contracts to be discussed. 

Mr. Brrers. No; that is not exactly it, Senator. 

Senator ELtLkenpER. What does this figure of $13,727,654.44 reflect? 

Mr. Berrs. There is usually a 60 to 70 percent relationship between 
the face of the contract and the currency purchased under the con- 
tract. 

Senator ELteENpER. Who loses that difference? 

Mr. Beers. It is not lost, sir. It is unused guaranty that reverts 
back for reissue. In other words, a company will expect to sell 
$20,000 worth of books in a country and by the end of the year it 
develops that they only sold $15,000 worth. We do not guarantee 
sales. It is possible for a company to get a contract and pay us a 
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fee and not sell anything, so that there is always a 60 to 70 percent 
lag in currency purchases versus the face amount of the contracts, 











Senator ELLeNpER. I notice that some of these companies are 
better salesmen than others. For instance, Snyder & Co., Inc., have 
face amounts of $2,640,000 and dollar payments of $2,569 ,448.35. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that this list, which shows the amount of 
contracts for all of the firms, 3 pages of them, be put in the record, 

Chairman Haypen. That will be included. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


U. 





Informational medium guaranty program— I srael—T otal 


guaranty contrishte inne and dollar purchases of Israeli currency, by company, 
through June 30, 1957 


Contractor 


Acme Code C 0. Ine. 
Addison W esley Publishing Co., Ine 
Aero Publishers. $0033 34. =a}. 


American & Foreign Trade Corp- 


American News Co 


Ansco Music Publishing ee is) abn eel ik 


Arco Publishing Co. hide 
Auriams, Inc., Ad___.--.-.-- 


Avon Book Sales Corp.........-.--.------ 5S BA oats ce et ee 


Barer dl ager. OO... ..........-.. 
Ballantine Books, Inc 
Bantam Books, Inc_.-..- 


Bernett, F. A. & Bernett, I. B- aaeseeeecececeeens SAAS 


Bloch Publishing Co., Inc. 
Boarts International C orp 
Book Exports, Ltd_.---- i 
Book Promotions--__-_-_- 
Boston Musie Co__.. 
Capital Distributing Co 
Castle & Overton, Ine 
Central National Corp. . 
Century Music Publishing Co- 
Chelsea Publishing Co __- 
Crowell-Collier Publishing Co 
Curtis Publishing Co., The 
Davis Book W hole aS: Jers = 

Day Publishing Co., The 

Decea Records, Inc__.- 

Dell Publishing Co., Inc 
Denoyer-Geppert Co - 
Doubleday & Co., Inc... 

East European Fund, Inc., The... 


Editors & Engineers, Ltd  .-._...--~---- * 


Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc 
Encyclopedia Britannica Films, Inc_- 
Faxon Co., Inc., F. W- mn 
Feffer & Simons, Ine 

Feldheim, Philipp........--- 
Fischer, Inc, Carl 


Forward Association, The scresicvitic 


Goldman, Sam - 
Goldman-Otzar Hesefarim Inc., 


Farband Book Publishing Assoutation, INA. Dhche-daned 


Fawcett Publications, Inc 


Goslava & A. J. Stybel Foundation for Hebrew Lite rature, 


Greenberg Publishers 

Grune & Stratton, Inc 

Haagens, Gerard E. 

Harcourt, Brace & Co., Inc 
Harper & Bros__-__-_-- 

Hearst Corp., The-- 

Hebrew Publishing Co., The 
Hillman Periodicals, Inc 

Hoeber, Inc., Paul B 

Informational Media Purchasing Co 





American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, Dh cmiitticnd >on’ bein eemareiwdes 
Amopieenn Beak Wemers AmOeG. .. hoses boise on ne boi dn seca ee 7 
American Jewish Committee, The___- 
American- Mitchell Fashions, Pu pe, Ine. 


Ine., The_- 


Total face 
amounts of 
contracts 

issued 
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000. 
000. 
000. 
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000. 
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000. 
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000. 
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75, 510. 92 
27, 229. 51 
28, 955.17 
17, 342. 62 
78, 300. 79 
32, 448. 58 

7, 373. 74 

5, 557. 88 

6, 733. 14 
15, 507. 50 
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4 
65 
35 
41 
99 
91 
70 
31 
58 
3 
46 
71 
32 
07 
63 
88 
61 
58 
15 
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56 
45 
4 
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U.S8.Information Agency—I nformational medium guaranty program—Israel—T otal 
ranty contracts issued and dollar purchases of Israeli currency, by company, 
through June 30, 1957—Continued 








Total face | Dollar pay- 
amounts of | ments for 

















Contractor contracts Israeli cur- 
issued rency pur- 
ch 

cscs <avtoaniiia 
SNIEEEIDOE E IERDEMOMUNONIN, TINO 6 oo nnn nce cen eegrenensedaanonenes -----| $15,000.00 $2, 590. 20 
iotemational College of Surgeons, The __- berger nen aetna 2, 000. 00 132. 00 
International Correspondence Schools, World Ltd., NGS ene es 20, 000. 00 3, 243. 40 
Buemational Music Co... -2 25a n nae nn Sealed pcan an eee ee nenn ee 23, 000. 00 15, 181. 18 
Beemence Publishers, Inc... .. - - .-.~ -- << w greene dd one-one nee =n 82, 000. 00 45, 087. 75 
Jewish Labor Committee... ate hceade ed aes 50, 222. 33 5, 591. 63 
Jewish Theological Seminary of { America, Tia. Nn. .cuiein nadine 7, 500. 00 5, 000. 00 
Johnson, Inc., Walter J _- = baat misono hi eschat iaennin hale meine seni 19, 945. 00 13, 099. 25 
Journal News SNE ono nw osha andy eh aitid apd eth cad sieeeae 15, 000. 00 3, 760. 00 
Kalmus Orchestra eens, eta, Bh. W----0 tereaseeuser aman seh 19, 500. 00 8, 995. 68 
Katz, Menyhert-_- wee rew een ae cence cane co cade seen nc ssan cuts ongnt ces aeeer 63, 323. 71 63, 323. 71 
NE ee nye nacu besa ch ne os au weanasawcuaiice5auhegnalasieliadiaaaee 460. 00 454. 41 
Lana Lobell, Ine. (Cosmos, Ltd. )- nde ~enlt Gata Specie vaee camtmminnnei 16, 900. 00 3, 431. 80 
Lea & Febiger--_- . o~erprt-aced sance een =aenereenagedtiess 29, 750. 00 25, 724. 28 
NS A tp ah Se ae otcnpeseee sa tenesee tut eseetce : 6, ON a ee ono 
Little Brown TD coe te ncg scene ARLE 7, SOOO F555... ..... 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc-_---~-...-..-.-..-..--. deni gooncemamstaianteasiaied 338, 000. 00 236, 026. 52 
McGraw-Hill Publishing OO RR ge Dh SETS ae 117. 000. 00 86. 392. 29 
ET, WI hand coon ene ne celeb yeas eee mek en 260, 600. 00 189, 663. 55 
Marks Music Corp., Wiwend M.. ..aiila.h Rodi l chiens a eacuieee ead 17, 500. 00 6, 190. 34 
Merkos L’Inyonet Chinuch, nak Sangh thiled) 5 chnesntiiadle: ao cuahincmteaniie 260, 000. 00 192 417.00 
II, SND aces iscsnciepuencies amebcebigis vathioneuny sabe tniiedp-alanmaaalakane ee 157, 150.00 157, 159. 00 
SE MD 0 dem nenen omens ah wes suhes diecast. idea a mee 11, 250. 00 4 926. 32 
Moore- Cottrell Subscription Agencies, Wasa Ak tnitsha ae eiesaoatine aaiiien sae 380, 000. 00 264, 934. 61 
Morehouse io WOR, BO 5.iis 5a cpnce kan welks SsdGh hc Siipedin ereeneneabewadnel 1, 000. 00 1, 000. 00 
ER eT nnadcnannn medismebedeenne inva yap cine tieediy eniien teheniemeaiieel 39, 480. 00 18, 974. 93 
Museum Subtiostiona, Inc_- ao caine ade ie eae SE 425, 000. 00 377, 794. 55 
New American Library of World Literature, Giiiertas 310, 000. 00 184, 248. 21 
ONIN TI eel eh RU Bee eee : 61, 200. 00 10, 562. 80 
New York Heralc i oe Niteiaasceeaied comatebussenbenaniebiel caiaes spot inginanaaara 39, 659. 00 11, 706. 38 
EY TOD CDs « ncn acneccocpreupbucgine date dances nace _ 8, 000. 00 405. 89 
ONS Mia IE cena omneWabbichd binchdo tna abl Alb — oie apart accwcts ain acagl 40, 000, 00 20, 012. 82 
Ottenheimer, I. & M- thal chant tlt aline RO nance einimtics aera 1, 000. 00 223. 65 
Pietro Deiro Accordian Headqnarters__ ndieth- <ebitaia cilia ain saeasnsipiasagitichee die Gea 4, 000. 00 2, 088. 51 
Pines Publications, Inc_.............-.-___ et eapias pu casuaaetectsasan 43, 500. 00 23, 875. 49 
Pocket Books, Inc.'_ speci ereniiy arene sicisesnmsati ates a sa il sts ail ab nics aa 580, 000. 00 387, 943. 76 
Popular Mechanics concen tslaaleiand chine cient iliac Petes reins te dllandaenete 5, 000. 00 5, 000. 00 
Praeger, Inc., Frederick A.........-. nated wai siedt nanan chili Dita agente sagas 52, 500. 00 43, 612. 22 
Prentice-Hall, Inc. ............-.-- iingheateletan Se ee elratien tetas sedetWloex 55, 000. 00 20, 924. 40 
Princeton University Press...................... Ch REPRE A <seieulaisiannidah Maes 80, 000. 00 37, 117. 25 
NS WG I 6 actocnee gmp oaths ty Rei cea aie See iie e 13, 000. 00 6, 715. 53 
Purchasing Service, EA Sos eh Sots Siete teeta nice nea et eee ee 15, 000. 00 11, 932. 72 
Reader’s Digest Association, Inc., The .._----------------.---------.-----. 416, 180. 00 257, 444. 81 
Research Institute of Religious SOW 100 ise dd Co ceca i dc 1D, OOD: OD | sniinisiiddtcin bn 
Sann’s Publishing Co SASL Ae dice naatthin ch beaded « ae estate eae 220, 000. 00 108, 632. 90 
Saunders Go. “A ich hl alate a a eT ie ees 82, 500. 00 | 54, 008 32 
Schirmer, Inc., SoG tank bhetkle ad db bb dle eked 4b do beokb dedi 85, 000. 00 69, 973. 60 
Schultz, Ana hy big 4 ton bes Nicks bin evel tin alalnirinespth bd epieicieacedh Aadtinin een 145, 210 00 139, 348. 40 
Seymour Mittlemark Organization, Inc., TD. 21d dad bh cedd dude snndioethhtnlen 10, 000. 00 2, 653. 75 
Shulsinger & Bros., Linotype & Publishing Oe ca ai EEE diciccnnamunews 42, 000. 00 40, 709. 15 
Sklarsky, Morris "spar eat iT aie WEE =O eek a 68, 000. 00 30, 938. 66 
Snyder & Co. ade. PIPEEEY, BOR nt 2 Le. Sue ee 2 ee | 2, 640,000.00 | 2, 569, 448.35 
Ne Boi oi ont Sak odd aaied op oth aba aie tet beak ti ie 404, 600. 00 231, 263. 74 
Tomkins Transcontinental Service, J. E SOGROO fii slit ela 
Ungar Publishing Co., Frederick..................._- et 5 eee ee 
amea World Fils, Inc.................:_.......... 14, 0009. 00 5, 747. 86 
Van Riemsdvek Book Service, Inc...._..............................enn 254, 000. 00 202, 596. 91 
NIN) TRO 2 Sag a ER LPS SET Oe 10, 000. 00 10, 009. 00 
Weekly Publications, Ine ___............._.-..----.--2. oe. bis Seebid hen aehe 57, 000. 00 29, 613. 60 
muemmmnater Weecording Co., Inc..... .......02 202. oSc ones cnccccnsccucsecce 5, 000. 00 4, 950. 00 
I TR SN i ST 107, 900. 00 | 86, 299. 07 
a wine O68. Tie...) et eee ees 34, 700. 00 21, 326. 97 
Wolf Sales Ba ea ee 5, 000. 00 5, 000. 00 
See Puibibinieers. Ene.: "Plst—. .. .o. —. < -.nisoaacanacs sembeirscesnetiinuacauni 55, 000. 00 | 39, 103. 24 
PRE ase rere he seascan <insnesdhancidnmmuseidsateeane tae 13, 727, 654.44 | 9,879, 493. 84 

« ake, 9 -fe* 

















' Contracts also issued in the name of Affiliated Publishers, Ine., 8 wholly owned subsidiary. 


?Under these contracts, this co” npany acted as exclusive export ‘ageney for approximately i60 American 
book publishers. 
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COUNTRY AGREEMENTS IN FORCE 


Chairman Haypsn. I would like to also have in the record Israg| 
and the other countries where we have similar agreements. 

Senator Maenuson. Similar programs of this type. 

Mr. Burers. I can submit that now. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Country agreements in force and dates when IMG was in active operation 


Country: Program operative 
Austria September 1948 to date. 
Menem SS ed et wee Not activated. 

Bolivia ! Do. 
Burma! Do. 
May 1955 to date. 
Not activated. 
Do. 
Pee 2 LOE NE brn August 1950 to date. 
Germany ! September 1948 to December 1955. 
ESPOOOE SOARS. c-Si ter oars Not activated. 
Iceland ! Do. 
January 1956 to date. 
June 1952 to date. 

j August 1949 to December 1951. 
Japan ! , Not activated. 
Luxembourg ! Jo. 

Netherlands !_ _ __ April 1949 to June 1954. 

Norway October 1948 to date. 

Pakistan _ - November 1954 to date. 

Philippines ?_ _- March 1955 to date. 

Portugal ! Not activated. 

RRR Re tenis January 1957 to date. 

Sweden ! Not activated. 

Taiwan February 1953 to date. 

RRR SI PP nines er inn ere Not activated. 

ee. Joc oosseeue August 1955 to date. 

United Kingdom ! Not activated. 

Vietnam April 1956 to date. 
June 1952 to date. 


1 No local currency balances as of May 31, 1957. 
2 Contracts entered into June 1953 but later amended to become effective March 1955. 


Chairman Haypen. I would like to know what countries have excess 
credits as exist in Israel. Are there any countries having excess 
credits? 

Mr. Beers. Here is a statement, Senator, of the dollar value of our 
local currency balances. 

Senator ELtenpeEr. Are those balances? 

Mr. Brrrs. Those are dollar value of currencies on hand. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does it show the total amount purchased in 
the past? 

Mr. Beers. No, sir. 


TOTAL PURCHASES AND BALANCES 


Senator ELtenper. I wonder if you could give us a statement. 
Suppose vou revise this one, and show us the total amount of pur- 
chases made and what the balances are at the moment. 

Mr. Beers. I would be glad to do that. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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Informational mediums guaranty program—Summary of operations, by country, 
through June 30, 1957 


ee ee 








Estimated 
Dollar Dollars dellar 
Guaranty | payments | received value of 
Country contracts | for local | from loeal-| Restrictions on the use of IMG ac- 
issued currency | currency quired currency currencies 
purchased sales uP? 
Treasury 

Austria......--..-.] $591,009 | $344,799 | $305,168 | None (except for expense of United 0 
States occupation forces). 

nada se 1,093, 810 677, 622 eR 1. Pe cnten seman htiabibnannelnl $225, 870 

BE, . dacccsues 851, 625 425, 006 551 |...-. = Coll onthe wd chederh deen atlektooatiok 2, 474 

Germany--....---- Ii, 518,063 | 7, 008, 700: | 42, O0E ORB. b+ od eit tried <~<neeerdi inten oi 0 

Indonesia... -.---| 892,500 161, 192 0 wilt be used for educational, scientific 163, 326 
and cultural activities for mutual 
benefit of Indonesia and United 

\ States. 

a 13, 727, 654 | 9, 879, 493 256, 537 | May be used for scientific,educational,| 4, 880, 993 
and cultural activities and such 
other purposes agreed upon by the 
2 Governments. 

ORS neo 83, 295 9, 306 O.O08 | NOMS). 4 dn Caisak ntl 0 
Jands......- 2, 866, 558 | 1,838,718 | 1,833, 889 |..... facia: epahad-nh napiephaceiehptigtibe tire 0 

Norway-..-----.--- 586, 443 314, 757 311, 080 |-._-- De salsa) cricemecornceceiadeninarainaian 732 

Pakistan..........| 1,053, 399 511, 802 0 | Will be used for scientific, educational, 507, 466 
and cultural activities in consulta- 
tion with Government of Pakistan 
oe other purposes as agreed upon 

y the 2 Governments. 

Philippines... ..... 8, 106, 453 | 4, 257,184 | 4,041, 868 ries use of $2,800,000 equivalent pesos 222, 690 
annually. ee jis amount for 
educational, cultural, informational 

activities oa by 2 2 Govern- 
| ments. 
>. hee ananne | 638,640 24, 073 Gy eae ee ee Se 2, 813 
a Asie BR a fC ea eer ae oe ek 6, 403 

2 2, 898, 848 989, 762 227,606 |....- ape TEN REN CEST RS ORT ee SS 21,379 

V Stele nici 697, 459 55, 877 11,372 j_---- Ge bined dics —cugeeshctlesmassodicad 15, 104 

Yugoslavia - Beeeweae 4, 868, 52 868, 529 | 3,405,210 | 1,841,735 |___-- BO Sid tidow Lees utli Baap holnbeh ied 264, 535 

Total........-|51, 566, 017 |30, 562, 282 6, CORN A as, CASAL... <>, ocennenes 6, 313, 785 








AUTHORIZATION FOR IMG PROGRAM 


Senator Dworsuak. The total is $28 million. 

Mr. Beers. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. It is $200 million for the entire program 
embracing other countries, 

Mr. Beers. It is not $28 million for Israel, but $28 million for the 
worldwide informational media guaranty. 

Senator DworsHak. What was the $200 million? 

Mr. Beers. That is the authorization for the information media 
guaranty program and the industrial guaranty program which is still 
administered by the ICA. 

Senator DworsHak. That was in the original Marshall! Act. 

Mr. Berrs. The amount was $300 million in the original act, and 
was amended to $200 million in the following year. 


ADDITIONAL EMBASSY EMPLOYEES 


eater Maanvuson. On page 22 you are adding to the staff of the 
assy. 

Mr. Simmes. That is three employees at the Embassy. There will 
bea lot of work there for the Ambassador to be on top of. 

Senator Macnuson. Who has been handling it up to date? 

Mr. Stumes. Nobody. The program has not been operating. 

Chairman Haypen. The money has been accumulating. 
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ADMINISTRATION EXPENSES 


=e eS 


Senator ELuenper. How many people have you managing thig 
fund? 


Mr. Berrs. Managing it? 

Senator ELnenpEr. It is a dormant fund. How many people do 
you have operating it? 

Mr. Berxs. The fund is administered by the Treasury Department. 

Senator ELLENDER. How is it handled? 

Mr. Buurs. The guaranty program? 

Senator ELtuenper. In Israel. 

Mr. Beers. There is no one especially assigned because these 
projects, of course, have not started there. 

Saas ELLENDER. Do you have anybody handling this program 
at all? 

Mr. Berrs. No, sir. It is all handled here. The guaranties: are 
written and the currencies are purchased in Washington. 

Senator ELLeENpER. You have no representatives in the various 
Embassies throughout the world wherever this project is in operation? 

Mr. Beers. The work, Senator, is done by the commercial attaché 
in the Embassy or if necessary the USIS public affairs officer. Their 
work consists of getting approval on our contracts from the foreign 
government and they have no responsibility for administering any 
of the funds generated under the program. 

(The following was later submitted :) 

The direct cost of administering the IMG program in fiscal year 1957 was 


$113,557. The estimate for fiscal year 1958 is $117,647. This includes the 
salaries of 21 employees, all located in Washington. 
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ISRAEL SEAFARING SOCIETY 


Senator Macnuson. I am not particularly criticizing the things 
you are trying to do. There is some good charitable work there but 
I do think you ought to come up here and ask for an appropriation 
to do these things instead of going through this rigamaroll of book- 
keeping. You have the Israel Seafaring Society. That is probably 
a good organization, but we cannot even get money to subsidize our 
own merchant marine around here. How did that get in there? 













POLICY IN SELECTION OF PROJECTS 


Mr. Katzen. If you will permit me, may I read this to give you 
some idea what considerations I gave in making this 44 out of 277 
projects submitted to me: 


In making the other selections set forth here, consideration was given to the 
means through which the population of Israel could best be reached. Three 
cities—Haifa, 160,000; Tel Aviv, 420,000; and Jerusalem, 165,000—directly 
serve the needs of half the population of Israel and are important centers for 
nearby village and rural areas. It was important, therefore, to recommend that 
a large portion of the total proposed assistance go to these cities, and that a fair 
balance be maintained among the three. 

A more general—and still more important—consideration was the potentiality 
of each project for the creation of good will between the people of Israel and the 
United States. In addition to the effort made to select projects which will serve 
the various geographic areas in Israel, an attempt has been made to interest the 
many social groupings in Israel, and to include a variety of scientific, educational 
and humanitarian activities. 

Special mention should be made of the proposed cultural halls at Haifa and 
Nazareth, where Arabs represent a substantial portion of the population. It is 
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that these, together with the assistance proposed for the YMCA at Naz- 


reth, will help to provide the Arab population with social and cultural advantages 
jt does not now enjoy. 


Senator Macnuson. What you say is correct. That will help to 
pring closer together the Arabs and Jews. You have a gymnasium 
‘and these things but still about all the United States will come into 
the act is that this was built with United States money. 

Mr. Katzen. Sometimes by the program, by plaques, by naming of 
puildings. There is a Communist area there. 

Senator Maanuson. I hope we get at least a plaque out of it. 

Mr. Katzen. May I say that on the basis of my experience on my 
trip there I think that this will be a tremendous force for establishing 
this friendship and affinity between the institutions of Israel and the 
United States. 


STATEMENT By SenatToR Homer E. Carenart 


Chairman Haypen. I have a statement from Senator Capehart, 
urging this appropriation. It will be placed in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR Homer E, Capenart ON Use oF ACCUMULATED ISRAELI 
Pounps BY Our GOVERNMENT FOR SCIENTIFIC, CULTURAL, AND EDUCATIONAL 
Prosects AS COVERED BY THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS Brta, 


The State Department has prepared a program to utilize accumulated Israeli 
pounds—not American dollars—equivalent to $3,500,000 for purposes which 
would strengthen our American point of view and ideals in that important geo- 
political area in the world. 

These pounds have accumulated since June 1952 and are lying in banks in 
Israel unused, They originated through the so-called book program of 1952 
launched by the USIA. Briefly, through this program our Government paid 
American publishers in dollars as an incentive to sell books to foreign Govern- 
ments. In the case of Israel, our Government picked up the pounds. 

Under the terms of an agreement between Israel and the United States, entered 
into June 9, 1952, the Israeli pounds so accumulated by our Government may 
only be spent in Israel for scientific, cu:cural, and educational projects in Israel 
and such other projects as both governments may agree upon, 

Both governments have agreed on the projects which have been submitted to 
your committee for consideration by the State Department. 

If this fund is not allocated, the value of the pounds may very well diminish 
and threaten the economy of Israel, 

I would like, therefore, to urge your favorable consideration of this project 
proposed by the State Department. 


Chairman Haypen. The record will also show at this point the 
letter of Senator Capehart’s addressed to Senator Dirksen urging 
favorable consideration of the appropriation for use of the Israeli 
pounds. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

Unirep States SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1957. 
Hon. Everett McKintey Dirksen, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Ev: The State Department has prepared a program to utilize aceumu- 
lated Israeli pounds—not American dollars—equivalent to $3,500,000 for purposes 
which would strengthen our American point of view and ideals in that important 
geopolitical area in the world. 

ese Israeli pounds, now lying in Israel banks doing nothing, accumulated as 


aresult of the so-called book program originated by the USIA under the Economic 
Cooperation Act. 
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Briefly, through this program our Government paid American publisherg jp 
dollars as an incentive to sell books to foreign governments. The project was% 
counteract Communist propaganda and spread the American way of life. 

When the United States negotiated with Israel on putting the book program 
into effect in that country, an agreement was made, since Israel is a locked: 
currency country, to use the accumulated Israeli pounds for scientific, cultural, 
and educational projects in Israel only. 

This item passed the Senate last session, but failed to pass the House because 
it was offered too late in the session. In fact, this was included in the Mutual 
Security Act of 1956. 

This item is now before the House in the proposed supplemental appropriation, 

The approval of this bill does not involve appropriating any new funds. 

Quite to the contrary, should this bill not be approved, the above-mentioned 
pounds will lie in Israeli banks frozen forever and may very well diminish in their 
value. I would, therefore, like to urge your favorable consideration of this 
project proposed by the State Department. 

Regards. 

Sincerely, 
Homer E. Capenanrt, 


MOSCOW (GORKI PARK) BXHIBITION 


STATEMENTS OF ABBOTT WASHBURN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY; FREDERICK T. MER. 
RILL, DIRECTOR, EAST-WEST CONTACTS, DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE; WALTER WILLIAMS, UNDER SECRETARY OF COM. 
MERCE; AND HARRISON McCLUNG, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE FAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypen. The next item concerns the President’s special 
international program and the request for $2,200,000 for a United 
States exhibition to be held in Gorki Park, Moscow, in the summer 
of 1958. 

The estimate and justification will be placed in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Bupeet Estrmate, H. Doc. 198 


“PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


“For an additional amount for ‘President’s special international program’, 
$2,200,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That the limitation 
under this head in the Departments of State and Justice, the Judiciary, and Related 


Agencies Appropriation Act, 1958, on the amount available for representation, % 
increased from ‘$25,000’ to ‘$30,000’ .”’ 


JUSTIFICATION 


This proposed supplemental appropriation is for a United States exhibition in 
Moscow in the summer of 1958. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has 
inquired as to our interest in such an exhibit. This appropriation would be 
to build and operate a large exhibit of American life and industry in Gorki Park, 
Moscow. 

ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


This budget estimate for $2,200,000 is Sere to the fiscal year 1958 


appropriation of $3,600,000 allocated to the Department of Commerce for Trade 
Fair participation. These funds would be used to stage a solo United States 
trade fair exhibit in Moscow in the summer of 1958. The program presented to 
the Congress in support of the 1958 budget listed various fair participations out- 
side the Soviet bloc but only $310,000 for a fair in Eastern Europe. Since that 
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pudget was submitted, there has developed a real possibility of organizing a suc- 
ul United States exhibit in Moscow during the summer of 1958. 

Proposals for a United States solo exhibit in Gorki Park, Moscow, were con- 
sidered by an interdepartmental committee in May 1956 and in October-Novem- 
per 1956. Because of insufficient funds and time a 1956 exhibit could not be held. 
In October 1956 the committee decided preliminary steps should be taken toward 
a 1957 exhibit, including the sending of a survey team to Moscow. The lack of 
funds for such an exhibit was still a problem when the survey team in concurrence 
with the Embassy in Moscow recommended in favor of the exhibit. Subse- 

nily, the Hungarian situation cast its shadow over the whole undertaking. 
I November 7, 1956, the committee reluctantly decided against the proposed 
exhibit in Moscow in 1957. 

The trend of events since last fall and as envisaged over the next year appears 
to favor the staging of an exhibit. The Soviet Embassy has recently approached 
the United States Government with a query as to United States interest in arrang- 
ing such an exhibit in Gorki Park for next. year. These two factors, in addition 
to the advantages of such a project stated below, have been the basis for deciding 
to request funds for a 1958 solo exhibit in Moscow. 

A 1958 Moscow exhibit can provide a useful and unique opportunity to correct 
misconceptions about the United States. 

A worldwide thirst exists for real knowledge of how the United States and its 
people are getting along, how Americans are actually living today. Whether our 
people generally are in fact taking part in a steady march of peaeetime oa Tess 
isa matter of hope and fear in homes and on farms throughout the world. This 
widespread thirst for the facts about America exists in Russia as it does in other 
areas Of the world. To satisfy this interest in Moscow is a great present oppor- 
tunity. 

What we were invited to do in Moscow last year was to rent part of a public 
recreation park (Gorki Park) and to install therein a solo agricultural and indus- 
trial exhibit. Gorki Park is a very popular place conveniently located within 10 
minutes of downtown Moscow by car or bus. It is a fenced-in park that charges 
admission to each visitor. Besides offering recreation, restaurants, and the like, 
it has buildings in which various countries, one after the other, display their 
wares. We were offered an option last year to rent some or all of the foreign ex- 
hibit buildings, and all would have been required to put on a representative exhibit. 
It should be emphasized, however, that this is not an international trade fair but 
asolo exhibit. It would remain open to the public for approximately 30 days. 

There is in Moscow each summer another and much larger fair, an agricultural 
fair at a completely different site some miles away from Gorki Park. This annual 
All-Russian Agricultural Fair is a huge, glitteringly brilliant, all-summer-long 
event confined entirely to Russian exhibits. Its permanent buildings and gardens 
are said to represent, and indeed would represent if built in the Tnited States, 
an investment of over $15 million. 

Should we exhibit in Gorki Park, the Russian people and thousands of visitors 
from elsewhere behind the curtain who come to see the two exhibits will inevitably 
compare ours in Gorki Park to theirs at the Russian fair. We cannot count on 
any allowances being made because of our logistical problems or the impossibility 
of matching their costly buildings and grounds. We must expect a straight 
one-exhibit-against-the-other judgment, Our exhibit will need to be of sufficient 
size, Scope, and quality to stand the comparison and to adequately reflect American 
activities. 

The actual selection and fabrication of exhibit components would occupy much 
of the necessary lead-time of the project, and no precise description of them is now; 
available. However, consumer goods, clothing and shoes, homes and home fur- 
nishings, light farm equipment, automobiles, and food processing, handling, and 
distribution are typical of the probable areas to be included. 

In the process of more definitely determining the framework and content of the 
exhibits, due attention will be given to cultural aspects of American life. 

Exhibits in such fields as those listed above—exhibits good enough to represent 
the very best of which America is eapable—are to be assembled and operated in 
or under circumstances, most of which are now and will remain unpre- 

table. 

We are contemplating a most conservative and careful approach. It is proposed: 


1. Prefabricate all exhibits and structures either in America or Western Europe 
to the greatest degree possible. 
2. Ship in specially built, overseas-type theatrical cases. 
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3. Do only the assembling and operating in Moscow itself. 

4. In Moscow, for technical or skilled jobs, utilize only American personng 
and equipment brought from America. 

5. Provide our own sources of power, bring our own gasoline and diesel fuel, ete, 

Should conditions be such that we are able to operate differently than assumed, 
the job might be simpler and some cost factors may be modified. 

There is another unpredictable, however. The extent to which American 
business will cooperate by loaning or giving items for exhibits, and absorb the 
salary costs of technical personnel sent to supervise the installation and operation 
of their equipment is vague and doubtful. We are sure of some degree of coopera. 
tion, but enough United States businessmen were approached last year to reveal 
that business cooperation cannot be counted upon to the same extent as in fairs 
outside the Soviet bloc. 

We contemplate, then, prebuilt, transportable exhibit units, totaling approxi- 
mately 60,000 square feet of interior space, plus an outdoor area of 75,000 square 
feet, which when reduced by walks, roads and landscaping, would provide about 
40,000 square feet of outdoor exhibits. 

Last year’s study of the grounds and facilities produced an estimated cost for 
an adequate United States exhibit of $2,300,000. With the new ruble/dollar 
premium rate, the cost of per diem for assigned staff is reduced accordingly from 
last year. Our current estimate of the cost is as follows: 


Lie PRE hic. \o. hornds alias <iodnen> soiled dock is oe _... $196, 000 
Ze SS 6 hs td nce dbtcstat noth Resin dads <ad)- bee sah -¥ 400, 000 
2... deabmtentionel exiles asd p> «pied - 5 seuley oe -9h ek aeHt 520, 000 
Sc pRIE ON ot Se OLE el Sotelo tk altalios ~3') ~.—bleum 288, 000 
5. Smermereneee. oh. cA ea Wo LLL ak Bd 416, 000 
6, Azeuemertation of thingtw cae aon) «6s d od «4's oe Gece oe ps 100, 000 
7. Utilities and other services___._.____ __- eg. f tute cal Sh, shee 80, 000 
8. Supervisory costs... ....-.+...2.-+.---- 


Ee eRe es eer ian’ « so thesmedis anita Hawa ead « 4M iniv=Heae 4 2, 200, 000 


The basie assumptions underlying each of the items of cost are stated in the 
following paragraphs. 

1. Space rental was established last year at $195,750 in United States dollars. 
This estimate assumes that the same space offered to the United States last year 
will be offered at the rates quoted last year. 

2. Before the survey trip last year, it was thought that present buildings could 
be used, and would be adequate. On inspection, it developed that the buildings 
available for “foreign exhibits” in Gorki Park are old and structurally dangerous, 
with many pillars, nooks and much wasted area. Some of the present buildings 
will have to be demolished and at least one larger new exhibit hall will have to be 
erected. 

3. Fabrication of exhibits includes the planning, design and construction of the 
exhibits, packing cases, lights, backdrops and signs. Costs of services and mater- 
ials required to produce exhibits and procurement costs of all exhibit components 
which cannot be obtained by loan or gift are included in this category. Prefabri- 
cation of exhibits will be more expensive than our usual: practice of building 
exhibits on the fair site. Our estimate allows $8 per square foot for interior 
exhibits and $1 per square foot for outdoor exhibits and is based on our recent 
experience at the Poznan fair, our first venture into large-scale prefabrication. 

4. A construction force of approximately 90 Americans will be needed for 
installation of the exhibit in Moscow. It is estimated that these workers will be 
required for an average of 45 days each and will possess the following skills: 


12 trained exhibit handlers 4 sign painters 
12 carpenters 4 forklift and equipment operators 

8 electricians 8 job foremen 

8 pipefitters and plumbers 4 architects 

8 painters and decorators 4 architectural draftsmen 

4 bricklayers and stonemasons 4 gardeners 

4 display arrangers 6 clerical and fiscal workers 
Transportation and per diem en route, 90 persons, at $1,400____.-_-- $126, 000 
Per diem in Moscow, 90 persons, average 45 days, at $16 per day_-_-_-- 65, 


Salaries and wages, 90 persons, average 45 days, at $24 per day 
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5. Operating the exhibit calls for a crew different than the construction force. 
the size of the exhibit contemplated requires an estimated 100 specialized Amer- 
jean personnel, with skills as follows: 35 lecturers and demonsirators, 20 tech- 
nicians, 20 guides, 25 cuards and custodians. 
In addition, there would be some local costs for materials, services and per- 
sonnel. An estimated $5,000 for representation is included here. It is anticipated 
this would be a major public event in Moscow and consequently it is necessary 
to anticipate appropriate social occasions such as opening day and ceremonial 
by ranking Soviet officials. These kinds of events tend to focus press 
stories and therefore increase the impact of the exhibit. 


(a) American operating personnel: 
Transportation and per diem en route, 100 persons, at $1,400_ $140, 000 


Per diem in Moscow, 100 persons for 60 days, at $16_._._._.__ 96, 000 
Salaries for American personnel, 100 persons for 60 days, 
ies ss bat ee i bidet dln del ak beeen aeal 120, 000 
COGN Lo ike on « ap wale diane ha ad oa eel 356, 000 


(b) Local incidental operating costs: 
(Includes demolition of existing structures, some building 
and landscaping materials, incidental hire of local labor, 
vehicle hire, laundering and dry cleaning of uniforms and 
fabrics, miscellaneous repair services, assistance in de- 
mounting and repacking exhibit, and representation)._._.. . 60, 000 


DGB sino wep ants cca assignee aaa eee aes 416, 000 


6. Tratisportation of things from New York dockside to Moscow plus return 
shipments to United States and other locations is estimated at $100,000. 

. Communication services, printing and reproduction, utilities, and items such 
as customs expense, drayage and storage, stevedoring, and restoration of site are 
estimated as a lump sum of $80,000. 

8. Supervisory costs include salaries and retirement fund contributions of 
additional OITF staff directly attributable to the Moscow exhibit and travel 
expenses Of OITF staff members. It is estimated that a staff of 20 persons will 
be required to conduct field operations and that 6 additional positions will be 
required in Washington. Since none of these positions would be filled for a full 
year, Only 14 man-years at a net cost of $100,000 for salaries plus $6,500 for 
retirement contributions is included in the estimate. Virtually all other staff 
members of OITF, whose salaries are to be paid from funds already appropriated, 
will be devoting a part of their time to this project during the coming year. The 
supervisory staff proposed in the estimate consists of the following positions: 


Title N um-| Gs Man- Net 
ber grade years cost 

Field ies staff: j 
Exhibit manager__._...__.__.._. raaeciasbee dulawel’ Sinha cine salad 1 15 0. 75 $8, 708 
Sn Ce Tn en nn ccminnuaniiniochien 1 15 «75 8, 708 
nD GUN Og ee Sssic a cus conccdubdasimeeoces 5 14 2. 50 25, 800 
SCT i 1 14 . 50 5, 160 
EO MENON. 83 00 a ies re 1 14 -75 7,740 
I . 0 to Setinienenhbation 2 ll 1.00 6, 390 
meenmrecor Girl Granelater oo 2c: .. ween 2 ll 1.00 6, 390 
ss, 2605. cot ee 8 a cd ee 1 7 75 3, 394 
i a iE ie instead Stites 5 all nn: oshensiiieptnsipapiaieneinadieionasabial 2 5 1.00 3. 670 
NINN 5... i tii 0d..cac~akdasescedsebuatecdantanil 2 5 1.00 3, 670 
Land. DSi sn cara peingnipinahiescnindicekinninalechioaan 2 4 1.00 3, 415 
Pe eithect id ckias décecesable~si35hc~ cee ees Misi. 11.00 83, 045 

Washington support.staff: 

Research is sectineath hkl ats oinine-cewtibticaentantvaretasiattasiiaa Mnittlbecs 1 14 «75 7,740 
Procurement and contract specialist._......................-..- 2 13 1.00 8, 990 
DU ok, oiled caine itis oct babladiliddnahaien nist abana 3 5 1.75 6, 422 
intudciieschoke iducanadbcuetedé dibe sakbetelinesseaekeneteadl We ivcsdeacces 3.50 23, 152 
Total supervisory staff 26 14 106, 197 
tierce oc ine. ee ceo ee ee) ame —6, 197 
perepennns speionbe i 5... S5sccdsnakusddsacecesubetane BP iewccccesen 14.00 100, 000 
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The estimate includes $93,500 for travel of OITF staff members. This egp. 
templates a total of 28 round trips between Washington, D. C., and Moscow at 
eost of $88,000 for travel and per diem and provides $5,500 for ‘domestic United 
States travel and per diem in connection with the project. 


TIMING OF OBLIGATIONS 


The estimate assumes that $2 million of the funds requested would be required, 
for obligation during fiscal year 1958, with the balance of $200,000 to be obligated 
in fiscal year 1959. This is predicated on an assumption that the. exhibit would 
run for approximately 30 days with opening day early in July. 


Program and financing 


Presently Revised Diferenes,_ 

available, estimate, increase (+) 

1958 1958 or decrease 
‘Aj ae 


PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 


1. Artistic and athletic presentations ak $2, 300, 000 $2, 300, 000 |__. 
2. Trade fairs and-exhibitions F 3, 600, 000 5, 600, 000 +e 000 
3. Universal and international exhibition of Brussels 6, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 


Total obligations 11, 900, 000 18,000, 00 | +2, 000, 000° 
FINANCING 


Unobligated balance carried forward 700, 000 +200,000- 


Dpeeibanipngs 6) eo Sh at is gob 730) 12, 400,000 | 14, 600,000 | +2, 200, om 
| 


Obligations by objects 


] 
Presently | Difference, 
Object classification available, Revised | aoe (+) 


1958 estimate, 1958) or decrease 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Total number of pro pesitions 

Full-time equivalent of all other positions_..___.....-._- 
Average number of all employees 

Number of employees at end of year 





Personal services: 
Permanent positions oeeatiatennticedel $705, 000 $775, 400 
Positions other than permanent... a 32, 890 32, 800 | 
Regular pay above 52-week base 2, 900 2, 900 | 
Payment above basic rates......................-...---.- 7, 700 


rer ETE 
Total personal services 748, 400. | 


——| 


Rt IRN tha, NS a os sd eictencsichdhencichoereinddlaeleaike 336, 100 
Transportation of things 210, 400 
Communication services 48, 000 
Rents and utility TN ee Ot ee A ree oe 108, 000 
Printing and reproduction 46, 600 
OO io. he Se 5, 5s ree esc npenmnneintinn 1, 727, 400 
Services performed by other — ce siaentaadiainiditmaabonsaie sade 58, 000 
Supplies and materials 196, 300 
Equipment. - 87, 000 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contributions to retire- 
ment fund 31, 4 | 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 
Taxes and assessments 2, O00 





Total, Department of Commerce_.......-- inca laieiaa eaten 3, 600, 000 5, 600, 000 +2, 000, 000- 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. All right, Mr. Washburn, tell us about this 
supplemental request. 

You have a very short statement. Did you want to read it? 

Mr. WasHBuRN. Yes, sir; I would seeeonts reading it. This 
supplementary appropriation to the President’s special international 

am in the amount of $2,200,000, is being requested to finance a 

nited States exhibition in Gorki Park, Moscow, in the summer of 

1958, next summer. It is planned as an exhibit of American life, 
industry and culture. 

When the regular budget estimates for fiscal 1958 were submitted 
to this committee, the estimates for the President’s special interna- 
tional program, the opportunity for carrying through such an exhibi- 
tion did not exist. Since that time, however, the Soviet authorities 
have indicated that space in Gorki Park would be available to the 
United States in 1958. 

Senator Magnuson. They wanted us to go to some other place 
rather than Gorki Park; is that correct? 

Mr. Wasusurn. No, sir. The negotiations with them were not 
firm. 

Senator ELuenper. Are you satisfied that you have enough money 
to put on a good show at Gorki Park in Moscow? 

Mr. Wasusurn. This $2,200,000 will do the job; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. It would be preferable to spend $10 million 
there than a half million dollars in Belgium, in terms of the advantages 
that flow to us from participating in these exhibitions. 

Mr. Wasnpurn. The fact that the space became available, coupled 
with our conviction that such an exhibit would advance the objectives 
of the United States, is the reason for the request for a supplemental 
at this time. As the committee members will recall, particularly 
Senator Magnuson who was serving as chairman of the subcommittee, 
during the hearings on May 9, and Senator Ellender, you discussed 
with us the desirability of such an exhibit and the possibility of our 
coming back to you with a supplementary request. 

Senator Maanuson. In fact, we suggested it. 

Mr. Wasnsurn. Yes, sir, you said: ‘(Come back and we will take 
a look at it.” 

Within the executive branch there is unanimous agreement on the 

roject. Each department and agency concerned with it here in 

ashington, the United States Embassy in Moscow, and the Opera- 
tions Coordinating Board of NSC, have all recommended an exhibit 
in Moscow of sufficient size and importance to have a lasting impact 
on Soviet citizens. It is estimated that 2 million people will go 
through such an exhibit. 

If undertaken, in our judgment, this project should be a major 
exhibit, as Senator Ellender says; and it should be the best that it 


is within our power to create. Anything less would not accomplish 

the objective and could not stand up against the competition of the 

vast permanent Russian exposition located on the outskirts of Moscow. 
Senator Maanuson. That is my point. The permanent one is in 

a different place than this. 

ss ee worsHak. Is the permanent exhibit there an agricultural 
isplay? 
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Mr. WasHBurn. Yes, sir. They open it for 3 months every 
summer. 
Senator DworsHak. How far will this one be from that location? 
Mr. WasHsurn. This is closer to town than theirs. 
Mr. McClung who was over there can describe it. 
Mr. McCuuna. It is quite a way. It is considerably farther out. 
Senator ELi.enper. You have an area of about 500 acres, as J 
remember, whe-e they have all of these exhibits. * 
Mr. McCuunae. Yes; that is true. 
Senator ELLENDER. They have no one else there except the 15 
States composing the Soviet Union. 
Mr. McCuwna, That is correct. 
Mr. Wasnusourn. That is correct. 


GOVERNMENT POLICY ON PROJECT 


Mr. Frederick T. Merrill, director of the East-West contacts of the 
Department of State, is here to discuss Government policy on the 
project. The Under Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Walter Williams, 
is here; and Mr. Harrison McClung, Director of the Office of Inter- 
national Trade Fairs, Department of Commerce, is also here with 
their staff members to speak about the exhibit and budget in detail, 

There is, as Senator Ellender pointed out on May 9, enormous curi- 
osity about the United States in the Soviet Union. There is no 
question but that the Russian people would flock to this exhibit— 
not just the citizens of Moscow, but also the many thousands of visitors 
from all over the Soviet Union, who will be coming into Moseow 
next summer. We think it offers an opportunity to force -anether 
hole in the Iron Curtain and reach the Russian people directly— 
reach them directly with the truth about the United States—the fact 
that we are a peaceful people, the kind of people we are and how we 
live and work. 

We sincerely hope that the committee will reach a decision to go 
forward with this project. It would, we believe, make a substantial 
contribution to international understanding and peace. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Merrill, of the Department of State, has 1 or 2 
points he would like to add before Under Secretary Walliams and 
Mr. McClung make their brief presentations. 





RUSSIAN EXHIBIT IN OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Merritzi. Mr. Chairman, the State Department thoroughly 
endorses this project. We have in the Department a program of 
contacts with the Soviet people which we believe should be closely 
controlled to be in our benefit. This exchange of exhibits is really 
point 7 of the 17 points proposed by the British, French, and our- 
selves in Geneva in 1955. We have accepted in this country recently, 
in June, an exhibit of Russia in Oklahoma for their 50th anniversary. 
Some 20°Russians came over and had-an exhibit which was quite & 
success from their point of view. This exhibit in Gorki Park would 
be in a way the reciprocal end of that. It is owed to us, I think 
if we do not go the Russians will say, “Well, the Americans are afraid 
of competing with us in this coexistence field.”’ This is a great oppor 
tunity, { think, and the Department thoroughly endorses it. 




















i tea al ae 





- 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 189 


TOTAL SPACE AVAILABLE 


Senator ELLENDER. How much space would you have? In other 
words, would you have enough space there to give a good account. of 
American engineering? 

Mr. WituiaMs. 135,000 square feet of land area. 

Mr. WasHsurn. Three buildings. 

Senator MaGnuson. Are the buildings there? You build the 
buildings. 

Mr. Wasuspurn. They are there but have to be renovated and one, 
I believe, has to be torn down. Mr. Williams has that information. 


COOPERATION FROM AMERICAN INDUSTRY 


Senator ELLENDER. What cooperation are you getting from Ameri- 
can industry in furnishing materials for the exhibition? 

Mr. McCune. I think we will get rather excellent cooperation. 
In Poznan we had 330 different American businesses represented, and 
I think they will go along even though they see that there is no chance 
for profit by them. 

MODEL HOUSE IN POZNAN 


Senator Macnuson. Did you see that model house in Poznan? 

Mr. McCuvuna. Yes, sir; I did. 

Senator Macnuson. Was that not an excellent exhibit from a stand- 
point of what we are trying to do? 

Mr. McCune. We felt so. 

Mr. Macnuson. Would you contemplate the same thing here? 

Mr. McCuuna. Yes, sir; we would definitely have a house. I want 
to say just in passing that as you came out-of this rather brilliant 
geodesic dome and looked across this green well-landscaped front yard, 
at this house, you would have thought you were in Keokuk, Iowa. It 
was simply unbelievable that a thing like that could be erected. 

Senator ELLENDER. Will there be any charges made for the people 
coming to visit this fair? 

Mr. McCuiuna. We have not yet made our contract with the Rus- 
sians. A year ago they proposed that we charge 2 rubles to get into 
the American part of this display. It is our feeling, and I am sure the 
feeling of the State Department, that an American exhibit should be 
free. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Exactly. 

Mr. McCuioune. We would not consent to that. 

Senator ELLENDER. The reason I asked is that there was some sug- 
gestion made that there be a charge imposed to enter Gorki Park. 

Mr. Wasusurn. There is always a small charge there. 

Senator ELtenver. That is the standard charge? 

Mr. Wasueurn. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. I hope you will not have to pay a sales tax. 

Senator ELtuenper. I will guarantee that if we would spend in 
Russia the money we are now spending in Belgium, and use it to show 
the Russian people what we have in America it would be worth 100 


times more to our people by creating the atmosphere on the other 


side of the Iron Curtain that we are so anxious to establish, 
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AMERICAN PARTICIPATION IN POLISH FAIR 
Senator Maanuson. Mr. McClung, you felt that the Polish Pair 
was a very worthwhile thing, did you not? 

Mr. McCuuna. Yes, sir. I felt it from being there. I felt it from 
everything that I have seen since. It showed that there was a great 
reservoir of potential friendship as well as a great hunger tate 
about America. 

ero) Maenuson. I followed it up and heard excellent reports 
on that. 

Mr. McCuuna. I believe the committee would like to take a quick 
look at a few of the pictures of our own exhibit there. The crowds 
literally imprisoned the American force over there. One day, the last 
Sunday, 150,000 people tried to get into this 30,000-square-foot exhibit, 

Senator ELLENDER. That is at Poznan. You would have even 
more of an audience in Russia. It has been my privilege to go to 
Russia 2 years in succession and I have never at any place seen people 
more interested in learning about America. We have a golden oppor- 
tunity awaiting us. 

Senator Maanuson. When will this be? 

Mr. Wasusurn. This is planned for next summer. Virtually all 
of this money would be spent in this fiscal year. 

Chairman Hayprn. Gentlemen, we thank you for your statement. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Wiiu1ams. Would you please insert my statement in the 

record? 
Chairman Haypen. The statement of the Under Secretary of Com- 

merce will be inserted ia the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STaTEMENT OF WALTER WILLIAMS, UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, ON THE 
Proposep Unirep Srarss Exursir in Gorxt Park, Moscow 


Since we appeared before this committee in May and subsequently received 
an allocation for the trade fair program it is a fair question to ask why we are 
here again. There has arisen an opportunity to carry on a solo exhibit in 
Moscow in the summer of 1958. It appears to be a bona fide opportunity 
offered in good faith and upon terms that a survey team from State, USIA, and 
Commerce looked into and approved as to arrangements last October. The 
nature of the proposed exhibit is such that obligations for it would occur almost 
entirely in fiscal 1958. 

The Moscow project is a large one. It represents the largest exhibit yet 
undertaken under this program. It has a goal that is tangible and realistic. 
If given authority to proceed, we would expect to prepare an exhibit which 
would try to show: 

1. That American industry is producing goods in mass quantities at low prices. 

2. That every American family ean and does own more and more of these goods. 

3. That the United States has developed methods of production and distribu- 
tion with the end view of less human labor and continually lowering costs. 

While this is a sizable thesis for the simple trade-fair medium, we believe the 
points can be made. Similar points were in fact realized in the exhibit recently 
shown at Poznan, Poland. If Poznan demonstrated anything it was that the 

roducts of American industries are the best salesmen for the American system. 

‘e greatly underestimated the interest in American things that existed in Poland. 
The exhibit was attended by immense and interested crowds who took a warm 
interest toward America. A similar betterment of understanding can result from 
the exhibit at Moscow. , 

We have looked at the present program most csrefully to see if some portion 
of the Moscow project might be financed out of existing funds. In the belt 
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tightening this spring we have already eliminated four important fairs from our 
coming winter and spring of 1958 BOOSERM, We have cut out the exhibits planned 
at Paris, Barcelona, Bogota, and Palermo, We have also cut down on the money 
set aside for {advance expenses for 1958 fall fairs (oceurring in fiscal year 1959). 
This figure has been reduced to only the necessary advance spending for Izmir, 
Salonika, Zagreb, Vienna, and Tunis. 

_ The above economies were necess to keep within the allocation granted 
for fiscal year 1958 and leave only a bare minimum to continue the program. 
To cut further would end the effectiveness of the program for there are now only 
15 fairs all told in the reduced fiscal year 1958 budget plan. 

There remains the question of why it ¢osts so much to have an exhibit at 
Gorki Park in Moscow. We are invited to put on an exhibit at a Moscow amuse- 
ment park at the same time the Russian Government puts on a much larger 
exhibit at another location in the same city. The competing location is better 
Jaid out, more beautifully gardened, full of big fountains, and possesses $15 million 
worth of modern exhibit buildings. It is an annual fair, lasting all summer. 

The Gorki Park site, while even more conveniently located in relation to the 
tity of Moscow than the Russian fairgrounds, is relatively old and run down. 
Its exhibit buildings are obsolescent and in some cases unsafe, for the mass at- 
tendance we anticipate. The gardens and general layout of Gorki Park are con- 
siderably less attractive than those at the Russians’ own fairgrounds. 

Therefore, we plan to create our own landscaped setting and build at least one 
very large, attractive building. We will renovate and remodel at least 2 of the 
remaining 3 buildings. This portion of the project alone will cost us as much as 
our entire budget for the Poznan Fair exhibit just completed. 

The rent alone proposed for the Gorki Park site is $196,000. It also appears 
advantageous to staff an exhibit in Moscow with American citizens (who speak 
Russian of course). Including transportation and per diem, the personnel cost 
for the required crew of about a hundred people amounts to $356,000. 

The United States survey team which visited Moscow last October sought un- 
successfully to lower the cost items in the estimate submitted herewith. 

The exhibit planned is approximately 135,000 square feet in land area, and it is 
estimated our show will draw up to 2 million people from all over the Soviet 
Union in the 30 days in which it is open. While this will give us a high per capita 
cost, the effect of the exhibit will spread far beyond the 2 million individuals who 
personally see it. In view of the highly successful Poznan experience, we find 
ourselves hoping you will tell us to go ahead. 


THE JUDICIARY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES OF REFEREES 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN C. BROWN, BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING 
OFFICER, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
COURTS; AND EDWIN L. COVEY, CHIEF, DIVISION OF BANK- 
RUPTCY 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypen. The next two items concern the judiciary, 
and the requests for $11,500 for salaries of referees, and $172,000 
for expenses of referees, all of which is payable from the receipts in 
the referees’ trust funds. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, the requests before you are for addi- 
tional funds to implement the action of the Judicial Conference taken 
at its March meeting in 1957, which modified the arrangements in 
three referees’ offices, and to provide more clerical help in the referees’ 
offices generally, to cope with the constantly increasing number of 
bankruptcy cases. I might point out that the justifications are on 
file with you, explaining the matter in detail. 

Chairman HaypEn. The justifications will be placed in the record. 

(The justifications referred to follow:) 


93207—57——-13 
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Bupeet Estimats, House Document 198 
“SALARIES OF REFEREES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries of referees’, $11,500, to be derived from 
the referees’ salary fund established in pursuance of the Act of June 28, 1946, as 
amended (11 U.S. C. 68).” 

The Judicial Conference, in March 1957, authorized a change in two positions 
from a part-time to a full-time basis. Because of the continuing rise in volume 
of bankruptcy cases filed, the Conference also increased the salary of 1 part. 
time referee from $2,500 to $4,000. These added costs will be well within the 
receipts into the referees’ salary fund. 


““EXPENSES OF REFEREES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Expenses of referees’, $172,000, to be derived 
from the referees’ expense fund established in pursuance of the Act of June 28, 
1946, as amended (11 U.S. C. 68.(e) (4)).” 

These additional funds are requested to meet the increased costs which are 
anticipated as the result of an upward trend in the number of bankruptcy cases 
a These added costs will be well within the receipts into the referees’ expense 

und. 
JUSTIFICATION ON SALARY INCREASES 


Because of the rising volume of cases in 2 districts where part-time referee 
positions are provided, the Judicial Conference of the United States at its March 
1957 meeting authorized a change in 2 positions from a part-time to a full-time 
basis. In each instance the salary of the referee was increased from $7,500 a 
year on a part-time basis to $12,500 a year on a full-time basis. The Conference 
also increased the salary of 1 part-time referee, from $2,500 a year to $4,000 a 
year in order to provide more adequate compensation for the increased duties of 
the referee resulting from a rising volume of bankruptcy business. All of these 
increases which total $11,500 a year were made effective July 1, 1957, subject to 
the procurement of the necessary supplemental appropriation. The annual appro- 

riation estimates for 1958 did not provide funds to cover these salary increases 

ecause they were not approved by the Judicial Conference until after the esti- 
mates for 1958 were submitted to the Congress. Lapses in the appropriation 
are neglicible and the increased cost cannot be absorbed. 

The supplemental funds requested in this estimate should be made available 
out of the referees’ salary fund, which is composed entirely of payments by parties 
to bankruptcy litigation for the services of the bankruptcy court. The added 
cost will be well within the receipts into the referees’ salary fund in the current 
fiscal year. 

JUSTIFICATION FOR EXPENSE INCREASES 


It is requested that a supplemental amount of $172,000 be authorized for the 
expenses of referees for the fiscal year 1958. This additional sum is necessary 
because of the increase in the number of bankruptcy cases in the courts which it 
is believed will exceed the estimate of 74,000 cases on which the 1958 appropriation 
was based by 8,000 cases. It now appears that approximately 82,000 bankruptey 
cases will be filed in the district courts in the fiscal year 1958. 

During the first 9 months of the fiscal year 1957 a total of 53,478 cases were 
filed as compared with 45,089 in the corresponding period of 1956. This is 4 
numerical increase of 8,389 cases, or 18.6 percent. The average numerical increase 
per month is 932 cases. At this rate of increase 73,270 cases will be filed in 1957, 
whereas the original estimate was 66,000 cases. 

The average daily filings in January 1957 (22 filing days) was 282 cases, The 
average daily filings in February 1957 (19 filing days) was 342 cases. The average 
daily filings in March 1957 (21 filing days) was 363. Filings during the month of 
March, which totaled 7,265, represent an all-time high since the establishment of 
the administrative office. They exceeded the previous high of 6,503 established 
in February of 1957 by 672 or 11.7 percent. Filings during the March 1957 
quarter totaled 19,965 cases. This was an all-time high exceeding the previous 
high of 17,353 established in the quarter ending December 31, 1956, by 2,612 
cases, or a gain of 15 percent. In the light of these developments it appears cer- 
tain that a volume of approximately 82,000 new cases will be reached in the fiscal 
year 1958. 
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The estimate of $172,000 is composed of the following items: 


ene GOPVIOOE . 0. 6.00 ccend nun Sepa ae ae = oe 
Travel. ------------------------------------------------------- ’ 
SOD SOT VIC... .....cnneccsenncbminninw itm omibarnimerl 4, 000 
Penalty mail-------.---------------------------.--------------- 15, 000 
Ben end materials... -. . .- . .- ~~. 4 - sp 4.99495 ohh ee beet ee 6, 000 
Beuipment . --..----.----------- 25+ - +25 + es +++ ee 11, 000 
AA 2. 20 ccc on en nner ewe eiinsshensdibeawegenen 172, 000 


The estimate of $130,000 for personal services will provide 40 temporary 
positions in the following grade classifications: 


2 grade GS-3 clerks at $3,175 per annum__-__---...-..--.-.-.------ $63, 500 
20 grade GS-4 clerks at $3,415 per annum_-_-____-_.-__..--.--.---.-- 68, 300 
PORGGL COB... oon ncn odkdncanapen chau wana setae 131, 800 
IO COs a ok op nos ein ccinti cw ics emcees ese eae 130, 000 


Under the Bankruptcy Act (sec. 55a), the court must cause the first meeting 
of creditors of a bankrupt to be held not less than 10 nor more than 30 days after 
adjudication of bankruptcy. At least 10 days’ notice by mail must be given to 
ereditors of a bankrupt of the first meeting and all subsequent meetings of 
ereditors, of all sales, and other actions enumerated in the section involving the 
rights of creditors. 

Because of the emergency situations that have developed in many districts 
where the rising volume of work cannot be handled by present personnel it seems 
advisable to provide additional personnel on a temporary basis. If the work ina 
district levels off the temporary positions can easily be discontinued and assistance 
made available in some other areas where the work is falling in arrears. In this 
manner the maximum benefit may be obtained from the available funds for per- 
sonal services. It has been found possible to employ satisfactory clerks on a 
temporary basis in most districts. In many instances former employees of the 
bankruptcy court are willing to accept employment for several months but because 
of family responsibilities cannot accept permanent positions. Moreover such 
employees need little or no instruction in the work. 

e increasing volume of cases has caused a corresponding increase in the 
travel of the referees, who must travel to the various places of holding court in their 
territories, and in the expense of communications, penalty mail, office supplies, 
and equipment. The estimates for travel, communications, penalty mail, and 
office supplies are based on an increase of approximately 8,000 cases in the volume 
of new business in 1958. The estimate for equipment is to provide typewriters, 
desks, and other office equipment for the 40 additional clerks. 

No appropriation from the general funds of the Treasury is required in this 
estimate. It is requested that the supplemental funds needed be made available 
out of the referees’ expense fund which is composed entirely of filing fees and 
charges paid by the parties to bankruptcy proceedings. The increased payments 
into the referees’ expense fund arising from the increased volume of cases will be 
sufficient to meet the added amount of this request. 


APPROPRIATION FROM SPECIAL ACCOUNT 


Mr. Brown. I would like also to point out that this does not involve 
any tax money. These funds come from special accounts in the 
Treasury which are created by deposits by the parties to bankruptev 
ane. It does not involve appropriations from the general 


Chairman Haypren. We thank you for your statement. 

We will stand in recess until 10:30 tomorrow morning when we will 
take up military construction. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., Monday, August 5, 1957, a recess was 
taken until 10:30 a. m., Tuesday, August 6, 1957.) 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 6, 1957 


Unrrep Sratzes Senate, 
ComMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a. m., in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender, Robertson, Stennis, 
Saltonstall, Thye, and Smith. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Miuirary ConstrRuctTion 


STATEMENTS OF FLOYD S. BRYANT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE (PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS), AND EDWARD J. 
SHERIDAN, DIRECTOR OF CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE OF THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PROPERTIES AND 
INSTALLATIONS) 


TOTAL APPROPRIATION REQUESTS 


Chairman Hayprn. This morning we will have as our first witness, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Mr. Floyd 8S. Bryant, who will present 
the opening testimony by the Department of Defense in support of 
appropriations for the fiscal 1958 military construction program. 

n summary, the President has transmitted to the Congress a 
request for appropriations in the amount of $1,665,500,000 to carry 
out the fiscal 1958 construction program, broken down among the 
services as follows: 


PS ona rece etc eelbet elt ae Soe ee ET Oe ease $325, 000, 000 
eee a Oe Sey hd Bs ee VI 35, , 
I so cece dng Ji linn cece segue sn beeen ee 1, 000, , 
EE EEE LL EL OES Ge 5, 500, 000 


This compares to fiscal year 1957 appropriations of $1,398,450,000 
plus transfers of $437,000,000 from service stock funds or a reduction 
of $169,950,000. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Bryant? 

Mr. Bryant. I have, sir. 

Chairman Haypgen. Do you want to insert it in the record? 

Mr. Bryant. I want to do this according to your wishes, and 
conserve your time. I will do it in any fashion you choose. I will be 
very happy to file it. 
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Chairman Haypen. Would you do that then, and highlight it for 


us. 
Mr. Bryant. Yes, if I may. 
Chairman Haypen. All right. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF AssIsTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PROPERTIES AND INsTatta- 
TIONS) Fioyp 8. Bryant CoNCERNING THE FiscaL YEAR 1958 Munrrary 
CoNsTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a privilege to appear before 
you on behalf of the Department of Defense in connection with the military 
construction appropriation for fiscal year 1958. 

I should like briefly to summarize the review procedures to which this program 
was subjected in order to assure that the facilities requested were strictly limited 
only to those definitely required to properly support the missions assigned to our 
military forces. I shall then outline the status of the appropriations for military 
construction which have been made by this committee in previous years, and pro- 
vide information on our real-estate and family housing activities. 

Development and review of the fiscal year 1958 funding program.—The Department 
of Defense military construction funding program requests clearance for: (a) 
facilities authorized in prior years which still remain unfunded; and (6) facilities 
for which new authorization has been requested in our fiscal year 1958 authoriza- 
tion bill (S. 1940 and H. R. 8240). As this new authorization constitutes the 
major portion of the funding program, I should like to outline the manner in 
which the facilities comprising this fiscal year 1958 authorization were planned, 
reviewed and finally selected, after repeated screening, as the projects necessary 
to support verified military operational requirements. 

After their initial planning and preparation at the respective Army, Navy and 
Air Force bases, the projects comprising the fiscal year 1958 authorization program 
were consolidated and screened by the various intermediate commands within 
each Department. Following this, these projects were reviewed at the head- 
quarters of the three respective Departments. After transmittal to my office, 
each line item in these programs was carefully reviewed and all questionable 
items were discussed with representatives of the three Departments. As a result 
of this latter review, the programs submitted by the 3 Departments were reduced 
from their original total of $3,641 million to an approved total of $2,098 million. 


Following this reduction, the Departments were required to still further reduce - 


these programs to a total of $1,770,315,000, in order that a proper balance could 
be maintained between the new and the residual authorizations to be funded 
from the fiscal year 1958 appropriations. 

IT am sure that this committee is aware of the detailed review and screening 
procedures which are followed within the Office of the Secretary of Defense in 
our examination of the annual military construction authorization bill. These 
include a careful study of each project by members of my office and by members 
of other interested offices of the Secretary of Defense. Each line item is reviewed 
from the standpoint of necessity, scope, cost, location and proper design. This 
year, we made special efforts to eliminate new projects on which no previous work 
had been undertaken, and which could be deferred to future years without 
seriously affecting military operations. I can assure you that this entire program 
received the closest scrutiny. 

Finally, after our Department of Defense review of the fiscal year 1958 author- 
ization request was completed, the Bureau of the Budget conducted a still further 
reviexr, based on the most rigid concepts of economy, such as deferring the replace- 
ment of many World War II structures and rephasing certain new work until fu- 
ture years, as a result of which the program was reduced to a total of $1,561,338,000, 
This final reduction conformed to a corresponding reduction of $200 million in the 
ysroposed fiscal year 1958 new obligational authority, which was made by the 

resident on April 18, 1957. This reduced total of $1,561,338,000 then became 
the amount of new fiscal year 1958 authorization requested. However, when 
H. R. 8240 was passed by the House of Representatives on July 10, 1957, this 
$1,561,338,000 amount was still further reduced to $1,416,573,000. 

Congressional action on this authorization bill is not yet complete. However, 
in order that action may be started by your committee on our fiscal year 1958 
appropriation request, facilities have been selected from that bill which should 
be placed under construction during fiscal year 1958, and it is these facilities, 
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totaling $1,203 million, which comprise the new authorization portion of our 
funding program. 

The remaining projects in the funding program, which total $733 million, 
consist of facilities selected from prior years’ authorization on which construction 
has been delayed by the lack of funds. Due to their postponement, the need 
for these prior years’ projects has now become more urgent. In view of the reduced 
amounts available for military construction, careful study has been devoted to 
the division of fiscal year 1958 funds so as to assure continued progress on both 
prior authorization, and on new projects that must be provided to support the 
new weapons with which our forces are now being equipped. In order that the 
necessary limitations in our expenditures will not create unacceptable delays in 
new projects for missile support, dispersion, and other major operational require- 
ments, it will again be necessary to postpone certain construction which was 
authorized in prior years. The requirement to reduce Federal expenditures as 
much as possible in fiscal year 1958 is accepted, and in order to minimize the effect 
of this dollar limitation on our defense capability, the projects to be funded in 
fiscal year 1958 have been very carefully chosen. These facts are presented in 
order that the committee will be aware that each project in our funding program 
has been carefully compared with the various other projects which it necessarily 

isplaces and defers. 

n order to summarize and better illustrate the composition of our funding 
program, the following tabulation is provided (all figures represent $1 million): 





Amount of | Amount of 


new fiscal prior years Difference 
year 1958 jauthorization| Total fiscal between 
authorization) for which year 1958 Total fiscal | appropriation 
Service for which Appro appropriation}; year 1958 funding 
Appropria- tion Com- funding appropriation] program and 
tion Com- mittee program request appropriation 
mittee clearance is request 
clearance is requested 
requested 
SE ctaithitinic)> Sidiimplaie © ainesiee phil $297 $77 $374 $325 $49 
Eth ericren ese hie wtige omental 312 74 335 51 
Se iticenenestseininep- rath nian temeriodi 594 582 1,176 1, 000 176 
i cciskiuvtsnietocanasinienteotcie 1, 203 733 1, 936 1, 660 276 


In presenting our funding program, we are seeking committee clearance on a 
total list of projects which exceed by approximately 15 percent the new fiscal 
1958 appropriation requested for each Department. You will recall that 
coe the funding program exceeded the amount of funds requested by a con- 
siderably larger percentage. We believe that a 15 percent differential between 
the funds and the program will offer the minimum flexibility for proper manage- 
ment and economical execution of this program. This 15 percent differential 
consists of projects which will be available for accomplishment in the event delays, 
such as field site difficulties or real-estate acquisition problems, occur in any part 
of the overall fiscal year 1958 construction program. Such flexibility is needed 
in order to assure continuous work progress and to avoid loss of time during the 
best working seasons. Our experience in previous years’ programs indicates that 
such flexibility is necessary if work is to proceed satisfactorily without interruption 
and extra contract costs. 

Initially, in the preparation of our fiscal year 1958 funding program, we had 
expected to support the appropriation request with a priority list of projects 
equal in amount to the funds requested, and accompanied by a list of additional 
projects approximating 15 percent in value, which would be considered by the 
committee and be made available for substitution in the event that any of the 
projects in the priority list failed to materialize for reasons which I have just 

iscussed. As you are aware, the President’s budget included $2,122 million for 
military construction, which was later revised by the President to $1,922 million. 
Due to a recent determination by the executive branch that the amount to be 
requested for these appropriations would be $1,665,500,000, rather than the 
previous amount, and because time does not permit making a complete reevalua- 
tion of priorities, before appearing before your committee, the lists of projects 
supporting these appropriations for fiscal year 1958 will be presented in one list 
for each Department which will be in an amount equivalent to approximately 
115 percent of the new obligational authority requested for each Department, 
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which is $325 million for the Army; $335 million for the Navy; $1 billion for the 
Air Force; and $5,500,000 for worldwide loran stations. 

Status of appropriations—Of the total of $14,017 million appropriations for 
military construction from fiscal year 1948 through fiscal year 1957, $13,839 million 
or 98.6 percent had been allocated to field construction offices for contract award 
as of May 31, 1957. During the 12-month period ending December 31, 19, 

a total of $1,169,066,300 in construction contract awards were made, and 
percent of this amount was awarded by formally advertised competitive bidg, 
This is in accordance with public law, the expressed wishes of Congress, and 
the policies of the Department of Defense. 

So that the committee may have for its examination a summary of the funds 
now available to the three military departments, the following tabulation hag 
been provided (all figures represent $1 million): 


Navy | Air Force 
———— 
$2, 747 $8, 222 


—2, 503 —T, 693 
—66 —169 


Unobligated balance to be available at end fiscal 
year 1957 178 


360 


This unobligated balance of $672 million that will remain available to the 3 
Departments on June 30, 1957, is substantially lower than the correspondi 
amount of $835 million that was available at the end of fiscal year 1956 (Army 
$303 million; Navy $186 million; and Air Force $346 million). These June 30, 
1957, estimated balances are about the minimum carryover that will permit con- 
struction and forward planning to continue without interruption pending the 
availability of fiscal year 1958 funds. Of the $672 million unobligated carryover 
from prior years, approximately $315 million must be set aside for work currentl 
under contract, to pay for Government costs, contingencies, and other costs whi¢ 
are attributable to the construction underway. Therefore, of the unobligated 
carryover, only the balance of $357 million is available for obligation against 
new project starts and contract awards. 

Summary of the bill—In order to present to the committee in brief form the 
major program objectives which will be financed by this legislation, a summary of 
the most important projects for each of the three Departments is given in the 
following tabulation, which also shows the amount and percentage of the fiscal 
year 1958 funding program devoted to each. A further analysis is also provided 


showing a summation of the various categories of facilities for which funding is: 
requested. 








BS BAF wlecoe 


Sea 5 |! 


3 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 199 


Summary of program objectives contained in title I (Army) 





Amount Percent 








For construction of classified facilities required for Nike and other antiaircraft 
defense measures in both continental United States and overseas.......--.---- 
for troop housing in the continental United States and overseas areas, including 
$42,000,000 for permanent barracks, messes, and administration and supply 
buildings, to accommodate 13,702 enlisted men, and permanent bachelor 
officer quarters spaces to accommodate 467 officers. Approximately $2,000,000 
will provide for the conversion of an academic building to cadet at 
West Point and the remaining $3,000,000 will provide 1,447 semipermanent 
barracks spaces and 34 bachelor officer quarters spaces at temporary installations 
in the continental United States and in overseas base-ri¢hts areas.............. 
For essential airfield and heliport facilities at major installations throughout the 
United States and in overseas areas to support the Army’s aviation program _. 
For 415 units of family housing in the continental United States and overseas 
territories and possessions. 150 of these units are required for officer nnel 
stationed at bases in Alaska, where housing needs cannot be ful , because 
ofarea and cost limitations, under the provisions of the Capehart Act. 250 units 
will be at antiaircraft sites and 15 units at sites along the recently eompleted 
SII . cone cnssinn aibisiginhenainanshdin tinier enesnitendih deities aateelliainks 
For a general supply depot and 3 storage areas with miscellaneous support items 
along the line of communications in France_..............-..-..--.-------.---- 
For research and development facilities in the continental United States, includ- 
ing a $2.5 million engineer laboratory at Dartmouth University to support 
studies on Arctic construction problems; $7.5 million for research and develop- 
ment facilities at White Sands Proving Ground; and other research and de- 
velopment facilities at various stations----...-.........--.--..------..--.-.----- 
For improvements to troop ho and support facilities in Korea............- 
For construction of classified facilities in the continental United States and in 
III in-==p coer dheestprenincebreameeenantiemaniaetee oviod ian neetniaeaedeetit Reet ieee 
For ital and medical facilities to include a new 134-200 bed hospital at Fort 
Lee, Va., estimated to cost $3,000,000; a 150-300 bed hospital at Fort Meade, 
iy estimated to cost $3,500,000; and other medical facilities, dental clinics 
Btee a apeanenaqesqu cera ee w—eiatiinnl iment dimly 
for community, welfare, and morale facilities in the United States and overseas 
areas to include commissaries, noncommissioned officers’ clubs, officers’ open 
messes, chapels, post exchanges, enlisted men’s service clubs, theaters, and 
libraries a sores cuneerannhsine tapas edzaees ctnnneastanudrapigeuapecnntnoors 
For acquisition of land on Okinawa, and fee acquisition of 81 acres and easement 
over 428 acres at 3 permanent installations, and fee acquisition of 933 acres and 
easement over 722 acres at various Nike and other antiaircraft installations. ___- 9, 000, 000 2.4 
For funding general authorization in support of advance design, minor new con- 
struction, title VIII (Capehart) utilities and emergency construction__.......- 20, 000, 000 5.4 
For continuation of other essential programs to include training facilities, admin- 
istrative facilities; covered, open, and ammunition storage facilities; harbor 
and waterfront facilities; post engineer facilities; field maintenance shops; and 
utilities, to include electricity, water, heat, sewage, roads and streets, railroads 
EE Sennen WORNONION.......«.<n«cccnosennnnsnennmenshhaiimaniinndinbenemmmaedaeiaiell 35, 800, 000 9.6 


$138, 000, 000 35.6 


47, 000, 000 12.6 
28, 000, 000 7.5 


13, 000, 000 3.5 
21, 000, 000 5.6 






11, 000, 000 2.9 
9, 000, 000 2.4 


34, 000, 000 9.1 
8, 000, 000 2.1 


5, 000, 000 1.3 


373, 800, 000 100. 0 





Analysis of title I (Army) by category, type of facilities to be provided 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 








Zone of 
the Percent | Overseas| Percent | Total | Percent 

Interior 
1, Soaretional and training............--- $148. 7 39.8 $18.1 48 $166. 8 44.6 
2, Maintenance and production. ._.......- 32. 2 8.6 5.3 1.4 37.5 10.0 
8. Research, development and test_.-_.--- 10.8 2.9 0 0 10.8 2.9 
i ceo hs 2.8 -8 18.5 4.9 21.3 5.7 
4, Hospital and medical.............-..-- 7.4 1.9 od Rocrenigeenaill 7.5 1.9 
I i ee ain 1.7 6 3.6 1.0 5.3 1.5 
. Housing and community.............-- 54.9 14.7 16.4 4.4 71.3 19.1 
8. Utilities and ground improvements. -- - 16.8 4.5 11.7 3.1 28.5 7.6 
nL meniemude 1,2 3 8.0 2.2 9.2 2.5 

us: 

IID, «3. ccnecinenspivecdedwatncutiitigiecls wnesitaieeaaliaiasitland sadist 8.2 2.2 
ENT RUDI oc onesinitscal Saco aersisah oan nageubonnuinvaaann aan 1.0 3 
TT ICUUND. 5. cincnnccccenlsccssocsesiasrerspedsbamnneenel |---------- 6.4 1.7 
8 00.0 
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Summary of program objectives contained in Title II (Navy) 


For additional shore facilities necessary to support fieet and marine aviation units, 
including $10,590,000 at 2 continental and 2 overseas carrier aircraft support 
bases; $29,100,000 for the initial construction phase at the new naval air station, 
Lemoore, Calif.; $15,600,000 at 3 continental United States Marine air stations; 
—* $8, 500, 000 for new P6M seaplane facilities at naval air station, Hertford, 


Fora program to improve aircraft flight safety at exising nav al shore stations by 
extending runway lengths for carrier jet aircraft, improving navigational aids 
at 12 continental and 3 overseas bases; and installing the new optical landing 
systems at 17 continental and 5 overseas bases - 


For facilities to support the Navy program for training of individuals and “special- 


ists prior to their assignment to air, fleet, orother units. This includes $6,290,000 
at 4 Marine training centers, and $10,700,000 at 2 naval training centers, and the 
Academy; $22,830,000 at 7 bases for basic and advanced training of naval avi- 
ators -...- 

For new and improve xd waterfront facilities necessary “to “support the Forrestal 
class carriers, modified cruisers, Nautilus and other new type submarines at 
continental and overseas bases, including $25,400,000 for new drydock at Naval 
Shipyard, Puget Sound, Wash., and $3,000,000 for pier and dredging at sub- 
marine base, New London, Conn. 

For classified weapons research and development programs including missile 
development. _- 

For additional facilities necessary in the dev elopment of 2 bases which support 
naval fleet units training with guided missiles. These bases are naval auxiliary 
— field, San Clements Island, Calif., and naval air station, Roosevelt 

oads __- 

For family housing and utility support for title VIIT (Capehart) and Commodity 
Credit housing- 

For 6,494 barracks spaces for enlisted men at 6 continental and 6 overseas installa- 
tions 

For additional facilities at continental and overseas installations for ‘storage and 
processing of improved weapons and missiles necessary to support fleet units__ 

For construction of essential radio communication facilities 

For 590 bachelor officers’ quarters’ spaces at 5 continental and 3 overseas bases__- 

For acquisition of 36,235 acres of land at 12 continental and 2 overseas stations- _- 

For facilities supporting other essential programs for various projects, including 
utilities, communications, storage, site development, certain classified items, 
and other miscellaneous essential requirements for supporting facilities 


Analysis of title II (Navy) by category type of facilities to be provided 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 


| 
Categories 


| 


. Operational a. beanies 

. Maintenance and production 

. Research, de veslepenenth and test 

. Supply_.-.- | 

Hospital and medical__.___-._-------_- 

Administrative ; : 

. Housing and community. =m 4 
. Utilities and ground improv ements .._- 

.. Real estate_._- 1 ER 


a 

a 

no 

# 

eoreN 

ae wHoo OF 


Pog 
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PExare err 
98 gO, 
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Amount 


39, 740, 000 


30, 440, 000 
24, 245, 000 


24, 810, 000 
9, 134, 300 
13, 377, 000 
7, 613, 000 
22, 016, 000 
6, 089, 000 
14, 727, 000 
77, 026, 700 


77, 026, 700 


386, 195, 000 


| Percent | Overseas| Percent | 





ow © 93 00 HD Oo OS Co 


Total__. 
Miscellaneous: 
Advance planning 
Emergency construction. 
Minor new construction 
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17.7 
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10.3 
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Summary of program objectives contained in title IIIT (Air Force) 


es 





Amount Percent 











for facilities at bases in the United States required for the dispersal of Strategic 
PIOMAMONG: ARS os a 5 bis cds ads cpinnn shy nen. tuaghbasas.- seb teens 
for the further extension of the DEW line_..___---.-..--..-----.-2-----+--.----- 
forresearch, development and test facilities at various Zone of Interior locations_- 
for construction of technical, operational, personnel, and training facilities in 
of new weapons systems, including ballistics missiles. 
eet GENIE TORTIE IRGUGIOD aw 0 cin snndcnmeracnpes<<tnpchbttee didi lnnsidaae a 
for construction of necessary. facilities in support of the BOMARC missile at 
yarious locations in continental United States_-..-..-.-..2-.0222222222 2222... 
for the construction of facilities at northern tanker bases_-.-_....................- 
for the construction of Reserve Forces facilities at 13 flying training centers and 
jnonflying Air Reserve center____- oaeeangeeneocesgese== 
for the construction of POL bulk storage facilities worldwide...._._-____- 
for the construction of facilities required to assemble, store, and check out rocket 
weapons used by fighter aircraft, including fee purchase and restrictive ease- 
NT os 0 cneecam'nnsteciin tn ecient inn thal ln i a 
For the construction of 2, 223 new famil y housing units; the rehabilitation of hous- 
ing units at Pl: attsburgh AFB, and for the support of the title VIII and surplus 
NE II iin it ctinn 0 deen 0 didn oni opit anion weretiinntel- akira paedaienihiag 72, 073, 000 
Forcontinuance of operations in connection with the construction of the Air Force 
Academy, including an airfield, aircraft maintenance facilities, a chapel, and a 
hospital.....-__-__ wiih Lai Gee sasli> 1a spd TO Ge deeded eee eet Ba 29, 169, 000 2.5 
For the construction of operational, training, ‘and maintenance facilities required 
ee to modernize B-36 bases to accommodate the B-52 and KC-135 
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30, 075, 000 2.6 
For y aereatinns of hospital and medical facilities (in addition to the Air 


EDURY ROMER) 8 05 «od eennt 4 ere neeny-conaeh di trentnieenes anne 24, 266, 000 2.1 
For the expansion of the runway sy stems in support of the flying training program. 13, 587, 000 1.2 
Por additional facilities and utilities projects required in support of aircraft con- 


trol and warning stations worldwide, including funds for the continued buildup 
ofthe SAGE system_._. 





seeeis aint detaeind Sten Ne CEE ORee a een ee 63, 475, 000 5.4 
For the construction of necessary facilities in anes of the tactical missile over- 
eas. - sic iw adisdnwdagd te ddandened 8, 047, 000 7 
For the modernization of facilities at AMC depots. a+ 3, 104, 000 .3 
For the construction of runway extensions and other facilities worldwide in 
support of new high performance fighter aircraft__ Soe Sia 37, 805, 000 3.2 
for the construction of recreation, communal, and religious facilities. 60, 178, 000 6.1 
For additional facilities required for air bases in Spain. ..............-_...-.-.-.- 11, 214, 000 1.0 
Por the electrification of AivC hangars and apron areas to operate equipment in 
support of Century series fighter aircraft in continental United States... _. 4, 526, 000 .4 
Por the continued construction of Globecom facilities in support of the worldwide 
communications system __ — jepeela~ bed 4, 989, 000 4 
For advanced planning and unforeseen minor construction projects- ee 43, 000, 000 3.7 
For facilities supporting other essential programs at Zone of Interior and overseas 
bases, including utilities a administrative facilities, land items, and classi- 
fied projects. - Ean cpl Tye oars hice mm en de peapieabenwh hh sthde mie eees tse ame eed 204, 053, 0V0 17.3 
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Analysis of title III (Air Force) by category—Type of facilities to be provided 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 














Zone of 
Categories the Percent | Overseas | Percent Total Percent. 

Interior | 
1, tional and training._....._______. | $431.7 36.7 $123. 5 | 10. 5 $555. 2 47.2 
2, Maintenance and production________- = 76. 4 6.5 9.0 -8 85. 4 7.3 
3, Research, development and test_- iS 36. 4 | 3.1 0 0 36.4 3.1 
PE Rvs Ss Br = corey. | 67.6 5.7 11.2 1.0 78.8 6.7 
5 Hospital and medical...............-.. 25.4 2.2 1.5 a" 26.9 2.3 
6, Administrative ____ va soley” 6.4 5 9 a 7.3 .6 
7. Housing and community ___ zk 175.9 15.0 71.2 6.0 247.1 21.0 
& Utilities and ground improvements. -- + 70.5 6.0 13.5 1.2 84.0 7.2 
I ii nee ih DE hee lds 11.2 1.0 4 0 11.6 1.0 
Rene ute, Se Bo a 901.5 76.7 231.2 BR bei Soe be ie 

Miscellaneous: 
nen CUM oo oot cack Powe ul ccens bape meee eae 25.0 2.1 
Minor construction._.__.._.._.______- Poe ee iB Sear Pe detent Peart? 3544 18.0 1.5 
Total 





nt Sesibis Bs 25uL TL. ebb re atntilbd fanned Sa 1, 175.7 100.0 
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Real estate.—The real property under military control includes property owned, 
leased, used by permit, easement, and various occupancy rights (foreign-bags 
agreements). As of June 30, 1956, the military departments controlled ap 
mately 33.6 million acres of land throughout the world. This land, together with 
the improvements, had an original cost to the United States of $22.9 billion, 

The real estate under military control may be grouped as follows: 27.1 million 
acres in the United States, together with improvements thereon, having an 
original cost of $18.2 billion; 3.9 million acres in the Territories and ossession, 
together with the improvements thereon, having an original cost of $2.5 billion; 
and 2.6 million acres in foreign countries together with the improvements thereon 
having an original cost of $2.2 billion. 

; ae real property under military control in the United States consists of the 
ollowing: 


27, 081, 449 

Attention is invited to the fact that over half of the land under military control 
is public-domain land that has never been on the tax rolls. Only 7,415,936 aereg 
. land under military control have been removed from the tax rolls in the United 

tates. 

The 27.1 million acres under military control in the United States is ap 
mately 1.4 percent of the total land area in the United States, as compared with 
the total United States Government ownership of 409.5 million acres of land in the 
United States, or 21.5 percent of the total land area in the United States. 

During the past 10 fiscal years, the 3 military departments have acquired a total 
of 4,921,330 acres of land, at a cost of $214,783, 265. During this same 10-year 
period, 8,481.146 acres, together with real-estate improvements representing 4 
cost to the Government of $3,780,172,585, were released by the military depart 
ments for disposal under the provisions of laws administered by the General 
Services Administration, or its predecessor agency. The Department of Defense 
has no information to show the total amount of dollars received by the Govern 
ment from the actual disposition of these properties. 

This 10-year record shows that large areas of land formerly under military 
control have been disposed of, and I wish to assure your committee that the 
Department of Defense is increasing its efforts to dispose of the maximum prae- 
ticable amount of property. The Real Property Management Directorate of my 
office has established a program which should result in substantial savings through 
reduction in direct defense expenditures for management and upkeep of real 
property not needed, not used, and not presently subject to local taxation or 
available to meet expansion requirements brought on by reason of growth of the 
community in which located. A sound base has been established for evaluati 
the merits of military departments’ requests for additional acquisitions; an 
criteria have been developed for the purpose of assuring joint utilization of the 
real property under military control whenever such use is feasible from an eco- 
nomic and military approach. 

At the same time, T aan sure your committee is aware of the fact that new 
weapons systems and the new concepts for their use have made it necessary to 
acquire additional acreage. For example, 50 thousand acres would have pro 
vided an adequate artillery range 15 years ago; however, the present range re 
quirements for rockets, guided missiles, and similar weapons are now me 
in millions of acres. Similarly, the old 5,000-foot runways for propeller-type 
aircraft have now been extended to 12,000 feet in order to accommodate new jet 
aircraft. From the foregoing, it is obvious that the military departments will 
continue in the future to have some additional requirements for land acquisition. 
Meanwhile, however, continued efforts will be made to dispose of all property 
for which a need is not foreseen. 

The original fiscal year 1958 authorization program from the military depart 
ments requested $92 million for land acquisition. This was reduced to $22 million 
as a result of the reviews conducted by the Department of Defense and the 
Bureau of the Budget. This is indicative of the thorough review given all 
estate projects this year. The real-estate acquisitions for which clearance will be 
requested in our funding program have been very carefully selected from both the 
fiscal year 1958 new authorization and from prior years’ authorization, and they 
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total $36 million. I can assure this committee that all of these land items have 
been carefully scrutinized. : 

One of the deterrents in our efforts on disposition of real property is the lack of 
gsurance that the necessary replacement property will be obtained. To correct 
this situation, the Department of Defense is considering a plan for authorizing 
disposition of high-priced real property and use of part of the proceeds of sale for 
less expensive replacement property. There are many military installations, fl 
originally sited in suburban areas, that are now partially or completely surrounded 4 

urban development. The dollar value of these Government holdings has 
multiplied; but, simultaneously, the potential use by the military Department 
goneerned has been lessened and necessary expansion almost completely pro- 





Acquisition of substitute property would permit: (1) more advantageous siting | 
on low-cost lands; (2) substantial benefits to both civil and military interests; and i 
(3) reasonable assurance of room for expansion in event of mobilization. If and . 
when such authorization is obtained, it will permit concurrent arrangements to 
be made for acquisition and disposal. ; ; 

A plan is also being considered which will permit the sale of nonexcess industrial 
plants in cases where the production of such plants can be assured by inclusion 
of the necessary conditions in the instrument of conveyance. This will permit 
sale of many plants that are now producing end items for the defense program, 

The production in many of the plants is a small percentage of the total production 
capacity of such plants. Needless to say, the sale of such plants will make them 
available for civilian production and return them to the local tax rolls. 


Family housing 


Ba BS8S SISSSSS2 F SAFES FTES 


Continued progress has been made during the past year in reducing the military 
- family-housing shortage, both in the United States and overseas. Based on the 
| nt authorized military strength, the worldwide deficit, on March 25, 1957, 
tal h family housing for military personnel entitled to receive quarters allowances 
. under permanent legislation, amounted to a total of 174,774 units. 
te | Although it is the policy of the Department of Defense to utilize wherever 
ig & ible the provisions of title VIII of the National Housing Act in meeting its 
eral ily-housing needs, it is necessary in the case of certain installations to obtain 
family housing by means of military construction procedures. Accordingly, 
sca asmall quantity of housing in this category will be included in our fiscal year 
— 1958 funding program. 
Capehart housing program.—In view of the extreme importance of this program 
ary inrelation to the overall Department of Defense housing needs, I believe that your 
wie committee will be interested in its status. Therefore the following tabulation is 


furnished showing the status of the 97,129 units (240 projects) of new title VIII 
ak housing which had been approved by the Department of Defense as of July 























$1, 1957: 
n or 
$.. | Total | Army Navy Air Force 
1 ia 1a cniedinlelitninal i deus bid tes aed oe A the Petr tee 
and meer | 
the proved by Assistant Secretary of De- 
Po (Properties and Installations) -.__._ 97, 129 27, 692 22, 650 46, 787 
i a I 59, 767 | 13, 982 20, 595 28, 277 
advertised..__..__. Le eae ieee ae Toner 7, 890 2, 091 1, 460 4, 339 
new Bidder accepted...._..----__- ieee 2, 484 724 0 1, 760 
ry to ss RARER eS 26, 988 13, 982 595 12, 411 
44 RE So eee eeucis LL! 9, 655 3, 311 0 6, 344 
e st Fo ae ce 7 17, 333 10, 671 595 6, 067 
ee — 
-type Total cost of units under contract..........._- $420, 650, 828 | $222, 407, 511 $9,858,111 | $188, 385, 206 
w jet tis eo) ed gs : $15, 587 $15, 907 $16, 568 $15, 179 
3 will tab cco es 
ae Tn order to limit rate of advertising to the absorptive capacity of the private 


ncial market, instructions have been issued to the military departments 

Which stipulate that projects aggregating not more than 17,000 units (6,000 for 
part- Army, 3,000 for Navy and 8,000 for Air Force) may be in the “advertised but 
4 the hot under construction”’ category at any one time. New projeets will be placed 
inthis 17,000 unit ‘‘pool” only as projects with an equivalent number of units 

“ll be ite finished and put under construction. Under this control plan, projects will 
he Move from advertising into the construction stage as rapidly as private funds 
they ae Obtained for financing construction. Any additional Federal funds which 
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may become available for financing through FN MA will be allocated for urgently 
needed projects which cannot be held up pending the availability of private 
financing. 

Wherry acquisition program.—As the committee will recall, this program dogs 
not increase the number of family housing units under control of the milj 
departments. Nevertheless, I am pleased to report that although only 1 
of the 85,703 Wherry units have actually been acquired to date, final action is jp 

rocess on approximately 20,000 more. To date most submissions to Co 

or Wherry acquisition under section 419, Public Law 968, 84th Congress, haye 
been proposed condemnation proceedings. However, the revised formula ag 
provided for in Public Law 104, 85th Congress, should produce an increasing 
number of purchase agreements. 


Family housing in foreign countries.—Gratifying process has been made in our 


foreign family housing programs, particularly in the United Kingdom and 
France, where our requirements are greatest. 


In the United Kingdom, construction is nearly complete on a group of 1,48] 
houses placed under contract in January 1956. Approval has been given tog 
second increment of 960 houses and related community facilities on which design 


is nearly complete. Bids will be invited on this project soon, and construction 
should begin this summer. 


In France, negotiations for family housing construction have been completed 
and a contract for 2,700 houses at 20 separate locations was signed on June 


1957. Construction is now beginning, and occupancy of the first units is ex 
next spring. 

There remains a substantial deficit of adequate housing in France, based on 
the most conservative estimates of future strength. We will consider additional 
construction to meet that deficit after the present project is well under way, 

I appreciate the privilege of meeting with you here, and it is my wish, together 
with the departmental representatives who will also appear before you, to pro 


vide this committee with any information it desires in connection with its con- 
sideration of this legislation. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Srennis. Will you excuse me just a minute. May I say 
just one word, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly. 

Senator Srennis. Secretary Bryant, the Director of Construction 
Mr. Sheridan, and other members of his staff, both military and 
civilian, have certainly been very helpful to us, the Armed Services 
Committee, and have done a very diligent and conscientious job. 
I want to state very definitely that we have looked at these many 
items they have to deal with, and with the farflung program that they 
administer. 

I know they have been dealing with these property and installation 
matters for the last 12 months—not just this week—and they have 
a ero of information, and they have reviewed their program very 
carefully. 

I think what is here today goes right down to the hard musele and 
bone generally. 

One further word about the authorization bill for military construe 
tion for this year. It has been revised a time or two by the Bureat 
of the Budget and the Department of Defense, and we held it up 
get some additional information. But the subcommittee has now 

nally prepared a bill that is going to the Armed Services full com 
mittee shortly. 

Chairman Haypen. For every item? 

Senator Stennis. Well, I think it will work out that way. Yes. 

I will try to get that list over here to you today or tomorrow; # 
least before you go into the real consideration of it. Before youn 
it, we will have it here. 
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Chairman Haypen. Is it necessary actually to have the bill re- 

rted from the Committee on Armed Services? 

Senator Srennis. There is no controversy about it in its present 
form, and I think we can get that right on through. We can give 
this committee a list tomorrow. 

Chairman Haypen. All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Bryant. Thank you very much for those remarks, Senator 
Stennis. We appreicate them very deeply. 

Mr. Chairman, as vou said, 1 am Floyd S. Bryant, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations). I have filed my 
formal statement, and, as you suggested, I will only highlight the 
contents. 

FUNDING OF PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 


I have gone to a little trouble in the beginning of my prepared 
statement to indicate the manner in which we have tried to reduce, 
by a screening process, the original requests of the services and the 
method we pursued in arriving at our final goal, which, as you have 
indicated, approximates an appropriation request in the order of 
$1,660 million. The projects that we have in here actually, Mr. 
Chairman, will comprise some $734 million worth of former authoriza- 
tion which we would like to fund, and a new program amounting to 
about $1,202 million. 

Senator Srennis. Will you repeat those figures? 

Mr. Bryant. $734 million. 

Senator Stennis. That is the old? 

Mr. Bryant, That is right. 

And $1,202 million of new. 

Now, obviously, that comes to $1,936 million, which is approxi- 
mately 115 percent of the items; I mean of the moneys which we are 
asking for. The reason for that is similar to the history before that 
you are familiar with; to give us some latitude of choice in the exchange 
of programs where time or other circumstances interfere or interrupt. 

We had hoped this year to provide you with a certain list of 100- 
percent items and an additional supplementary list of 15 percent. 
But, due to last-minute changes in the financial picture and the 
fquiremenits pictured, we had to lump these as a matter of time 
saving, so that the list which you will have before you will approxi- 
mate, as I have said before, 115 percent of the funds requested. 


BREAKDOWN OF REQUESTS 


The breakdown, as you have indicated, between the services is in 
the order of $325 million for the Army, $335 million for the Navy, 
and $1 billion for the Air Force, totaling $1,660 million. 

Now the difference between the appropriation funding program and 
the appropriation request amounts to some $276 million, and | think 
amatter of interest to you might be the following for comparative 
purposes: 

Lhave a reference in my statement to the effect that of the total of 
slightly over $14 billion, approximately, of a total of approximately 
$14 billion appropriated for military construction from fiscal years 1948 
through 1957, nearly $14 billion or over 98 percent had been allocated 
to field construction offices for contract award as of May 31, 1957. 
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AWARDS BY COMPETITIVE BIDS 


During the 12-month period ending December 31, 1956, a total of 
$1,169,066,300 in construction contract awards were made, and 
93 percent of this amount was awarded by formally advertised com. 
petitive bids. We understand this to be in accordance with public 
law and the particularly expressed wishes of Congress. 

I have a chart, a tabulation, which I will not take the trouble to 
read. 

FOREIGN CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Stennis. Mr. Secretary, while you are on that point, and, 
without repeatedly interrupting you, you might tell us about that 7 
percent. Is some of that foreign construction? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. And some is in isolated areas where we could 
not get competitive bids. There were difficulties in interesting com- 
petitive contractors, and some special cases where, for matters of 
classified and confidential purposes, we didn’t feel it was justified. 

Senator Stennis. You objected to these figures because 93 percent 
does represent the amount awarded by competitive bids. There were 
some different figures given by someone on the floor. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. I recall that. 

Senator Stennis. They were with good intentions, but they were 
erroneous? 

Mr. Bryant. They were erroneous. This is accurate, and the 
figures I have given you just now have been rechecked since that 
colloquy on the floor. 

So, as I say, I will not go into the details, but the tabulation on page 
7, I think, will support the statements I have just made. 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCE 


We have an unobligated balance, Mr. Chairman, of some $672 
million that will be available to the 3 departments on June 30, or 
was available on June 30, 1957, and you will note that that is a sub- 
stantially lower carryover than the corresponding amount of $835 
million which was available at the end of fiscal year 1956. 

These we regard as the minimum carryover requirements to permit 
construction and forward planning to continue, without interruption, 
pending the availability of fiscal year 1958 funds. As a matter of fact, 
as you will note, I have mentioned here that approximately $315 
million of this $672 million must be set aside for work currently under 
contract to cover the Government costs, contingencies, and other 
eosts which are attributable to the construction now underway. 
So that, of the unobligated carryover, only some $357 million 1s 
available for obligation against new project starts and contract 
awards. 

Now we will go to page 9. 


REASON FOR LARGE CARRYOVER 


Senator Rosertson. Before we leave page 7, you show the ap- 
proximate carryover for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Why 3s 
the carryover of the Air Force larger than others? 

Mr. Bryant. Have you got an answer on that? 
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Mr. Sueripan. It is right here; $346 million for the Air Force, 
$303 million for the Army, and $186 million for the Navy. 
~ Mr. Bryant. But the Senator asked why is the Air Force carryover 

r. 

Senator Rosertson. The program has to be cut in appropriations 
to the actual needs and not appropriated way beyond what you can 
actually use and pile up billions of dollars of carryover of appropriated 
and nonobligated funds. Now why this carryover of the Air Force? 

Mr. SHeripan. It is a larger program; about $1 billion a year in 
comparison with $400 million roughly of the Army and Navy, each. 

r. Bryant. Proportionately, I think, Senator, it will relate prop- 
erly to the carryovers of the other services in view of the size of the 
programs involved, comparatively. 


ENLARGING RUNWAYS FOR JET BOMBERS 


Senator Stennis. I have just one point there. 

A great deal of this Air Force buildup has been for extending the 
runways and other necessary things caused by the jet bomber, the 
larger bomber. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Bryant. That is correct. 

Senator Stennis. And you are still in the process of that construc- 
tion program. You have most of your money appropriated, but you 
still are getting those contracts underway. 

Senator ELLENpDER. How much of that money that is being asked 
in the appropriation now is to be used to enlarge what was just 
mentioned? Do you know? 

Mr. Bryant. I didn’t quite get your question. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator Stennis stated that most of this, or a 
good deal of this, is being used to enlarge existing airports because 
of the coming of the new jet bombers. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. We have coming in the Air Force tabulation, 
and I think you will find that in there. Which page is that on? 

Mr. SHeripan. There is no page number. 

Mr. Bryant. It is not numbered, but on title III, the Air Force 
program objectives, we have $154,839,000 forecast. 

Senator Exrtenper. Of the $1 billion and six? 

Mr. Bryant. Of the $1 billion of the Air Force. That is the $1 
billion that the Air Force asks for. 

Senator ELtenpgER. That is about 10 percent or 12 percent. 

Mr. Bryant. That is right. 

Well, no. It would be 15 percent for the dispersal of Strategic Air 
Command units, and a very large portion of this, as Senator Stennis 
has indicated, involves the acquisition of lands for the extension of 
runways, and the acquisition of easements. 

Senator Srennis. Building runways and aprons is a very expensive 
proposition. 

Mr. Bryant. That is true, sir, and the amount of money involved 
there is 13.2 percent—and I stand corrected, Senator Ellender—of the- 
total of the Air Force money requirements in that category. 
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MARINE CORPS AIRFIELD IN 





MOHAVE DESERT 


Senator ELLEnpDER. Now I recall vividly that an effort was recently 
made by the Navy to obtain money in order to enlarge the Marine 
Corps airfield in the Mohave Desert. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. But, although we turned it down here, you 
have it back in this bill, enlarging it by buying a lot of this desertland 
at $150 an acre, although you have facilities now that could do under 
the present circumstances. Yet you come back at us with a project 
that may cost eventually $100 million. So it is ““Never say die,” 
And, notwithstanding what this committee does and what this com- 
mittee tries to do, you still come back here. 

You have this money in the bill to acquire land that wasn’t worth 
$5 an acre 10 years ago. And you are now offering $150 an acre for 
it, and it is nothing but desert land. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have a field there now, and I understand 
that you can’t use it as you should because of a little town that is 
there—Mohave—and it is my recollection that that town came into 
being because of the presence of that field. 

Now, in order to protect these people in a town that was erected and 
and enlarged after the field came there, you are asking us to appro- 
priate almost $100 million to expand this and make this a center for 
the Marine Corps. 

I just think it is going too far, myself. 


ENCROACHMENT OF THE PUBLIC ON AIRFIELDS 


Mr. Bryant. That situation there, Senator, is true, just as it is ip 
many other cases, unfortunately, because there is a tendency on the 
part of the public to concentrate; on the part of the public—commer- 
cial enterprises and homes and so forth—to get as close to an airbase 
as possible, which is a pattern which we have to cope with constantly. 

I do not think that either the Navy or any of the other services 
could have foreseen the rapid growth and the size and speed of planes 
or, if they had, whether they could have controlled the encroachment 
of the public on these areas. 

Insofar as the particular area in question to which you have ad- 
dressed yourself, insofar as that is concerned, I have been down there 
and I, for the first time, realized the difficulty, with the growing speed 
and weight of these planes, in accommodating themselves in that very 
hot weather, which is a factor in considering the length of runway 
necessary for adequate takeoff and landing. And these are problems 
which are inherent because of those conditions. 

I am sure that this has, as other items in here, Senator, been care- 
fully screened within our limitations, and my own personal feeling is 
that, while it might have been anticipated and the lands acquired 
earlier, it is difficult to look backward, and we have to face these 
problems as they appear to us today, sir. 

Senator ELLenpEerR. Well, I remember it was pointed out that 
the Government owned land not very far from there. And it may 
be possible, if you have to have it, to build on Government-owned 
lands instead of being held up at $150 an acre for this desert land. 
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Mr. Bryant. That is true, sir, and I don’t know all of the questions. 
But it might be a great deal more expensive to get free Government 
land for the purpose of this new airstrip than to extend existing 
ones which would require the additional purchase. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are not extending this. You are going to 

destroy it. In other words, you are going to do away with it, and it 
js going to be used more as an approach. That is, it is to protect the 
town. You can’t use it at all. Now that is our information. 
. Because of the presence of that town, which was built there because 
of the fact that there was an airfield constructed there, because of 
that town you can’t use that land any more for landing purposes. 
You are simply going to place it somewhere away from there. 

Mr. Bryant. Would you like to make any comments on that, 
Captain Ailes? 


STATEMENT OF CAPTAIN JOHN W. AILES III, DIRECTOR, SHORE 
ESTABLISHMENT, MAINTENANCE AND DEVELOPMENT DIVI- 
SION, USN. 


INSUFFICIENCY OF MOJAVE FIELD 


Captain Artes. We found that the field in Mojave is not sufficient, 
that we have just outgrown the present limits of it. We need to 
extend those runways for the modern planes. The only way to extend 
them would be right into the town, which is directly in the flight 

attern. 

r To avoid that encroachment of the town further into our station, 
we have recommended that we move about 7 miles to the east into the 
desert and build longer runways there to serve the purpose. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that the present airfield is of no use to you, 
and you will abandon it? 

Captain Artes. Some of the facilities we will continue to be able to 


Senator ELLeNpER. Even your runways? 

Captain Artes. For smaller planes. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Yes, I remember that distinctly, and you are 
going to acquire all the land in between so that there won’t be an 
expansion by the city. 

Captain Ares. To avoid further encroachment of the populace in 
that area. 

Senator Rospertson. Captain, if I may ask this: 


PRICE OF LAND PER ACRE 


This is a small community, and you are going 7 miles away where 
there are no building sites. How do you account for land which is 
ordinarily $3 to $5 an acre, desert land, being sold to the Government 
for $150 an acre? 

Captain Aites. Senator, we pay whatever the value of the land is. 
We take it to court and condemn it, sir. 

Senator Rosertson. When you build an airfield you can condemn 
it! 

Captain Arxes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. Well, if the land isn’t worth one-tenth of 
wpa is asked for it, why don’t you go into court and.let a jury pass 
on 1b? 
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Captain Artes. We do that. Where they are asking a price which 
is unreasonable, we take it to court every time. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. You do not take it every time. 

This will be off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator E,tenper. Back on the record. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Bryant. I started to go through this briefly, simply to call 
your attention to the summary of program objectives contained jn 
title I of the Army program. 

Senator Stennis. What page are you on? 

Mr. Bryant. We are now on page 9, Senator Stennis. 

Pursuant to my understanding of the wishes of the chairman, I am 
trying to avoid any more detail than necessary. But, if there are any 
questions involved in this summary, I will be glad to answer them. 

Senator Srennis. If I may suggest, I think you had better hit the 
high points, the major points of this program on page 9 becausé this 
is a very good way to get at it. You have it on a percentage basis 
here; for instance, what you are asking for Nike, and then what you 
are asking for troop housing and so forth. 

Mr. Bryant. That is right. 

Senator Srennts. I believe if you would follow those, the com- 
mittee would appreciate your going down each one, 


STATUS OF AUTHORIZATION BILL 





Senator ELLENpDER. It may be apropos to put in the record now 
what the status is of the authorization bill. 

Senator Stennis. Well, that was stated before you came in. 
Senator Extenper. All right, if it is in the record we will forget 
about it for the time being. 

Senator Srennis. We will have for this committee a list of the 
current authorization items by tomorrow. It is in the Printer’s Office 
now. 

Senator Ettenper. It hasn’t been passed by the Senate yet? 

Senator Stennis. No. 

Senator Rosertrson. This would be a good time for the Secretary 
to answer the charges made over on the House side about the housing 
and the floors being made out of maple, and the air conditioning and 
things of that kind. 

They made the charge or something was said in the paper that the 
air conditioning was needed. I don’t know what they said about the 
flooring. It may have been needed. 





STANDARDS IN HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Bryant. Every effort was made, as far as our office is con- 
cerned, to establish and to police and to attempt to assure that common 
standards or criteria are followed. I have no doubt that the informa- 
tion derived by the committee, I think it was of the House Appropria- 
tions Committee special investigating staff, did show discrepancies, 
which personally we were happy to have reported and to be able to 
take up with the respective military departments. oth 

We have strengthened the criteria issuances from our office, and 
we will make greater efforts so far as personnel limitations will permit 
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to see that these criteria are followed. I believe you will find that 
there are—I know this to be a fact—exceptions which should not have 
occurred. There is no question about that. 


AIR-CONDITIONING PROBLEM 


Insofar as the air-conditioning problem is concerned, the situation 
in the services with respect to personnel is rather delicate. One of the 
problems we have is maintaining in the services and securing reenlist- 
ment in the services of the type of personnel that we most need, 

articularly technical personnel, the younger junior officers whom we 
would like to believe are career possibilities. And one of the deter- 
rents to the military life, we have found through repeated inquiries 
and questionnaires, is the question of housing and the nature of the 
housing. 

i in the southern portion of the United States, particularly we 
will say in some of the air installations, there is almost a continuous- 
duty requirement, at least on an alert, and the matter of sleeping, 
particularly at uncertain hours of the day or night, is a tremendous 
morale factor. And it troubles me, as I know it does you, to find the 
correct solution, that is, the amount of moneys that shall be spent 
within the ceiling authorized by the Congress for the housing involved 
on what might be called by some frills but by others, necessity. And 
the question of air conditioning is in this category and is a very difficult 
one to resolve. 

I have just made a swing, Senator Stennis, through the southern 
portion of the United States looking at airbases. Perhaps this was 
purposely done in the month of July for my benefit, but I was cer- 
tainly aware of the problem of heat and its effect upon morale and its 
effect upon the efficiency at many of these bases that I visited. 

It is hard to say, Senator, but we undoubtedly could save some 
money in construction costs without the application of air condition- 
ing in these areas where—well, we use the standard where there is 
abnormal heat over 3 to 4 months out of the year. We could save 
money and probably get a little more house within the ceiling limits 
of the Capehart bill and of the military construction authorization, by 
eliminating the air conditioning. But, by the same token, if we could 
get an adequate house and still provide this, well, certainly we would 
have an advantage from a morale standpoint with this air conditioning. 

I have been seeking, myself, an expression, if possible, of the con- 
gressional desires and wishes with respect to this matter, because there 
is a wide divergence, from my own personal observation, within the 
Congress, on this particular issue. 


COST OF AIR CONDITIONING 


Senator Stennis. Pardon me, if I may interrupt, but what is the 
difference between the cost of the houses with air conditioning and with- 
out it in these houses you are talking about? How would it run? 

Mr. Bryant. It will run on the order of $600. 

Senator ELLENDER. By the unit? 

Senator Srennis. By the house is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Bryant. This is at the time of construction, having already 
built in the house the air-conditioning ducts and the facilities for 
installation. 
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Senator Ettenper. Oh, you mean just the ducts? 
Mr. Bryant. Well, you can provide the air-conditioning machinery, 
too. 

Senator ELLENDER. But not at $400 or $500 a house? 

Mr. Bryant. I said $600. . It might run to $800. 

Senator SrenNis. We want an estimate, based on actual experience, 
of what the additional cost will be for the ducts plus the machinery, 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Sheridan, who is director of construction, is 
here, and if I am mistaken I would like to have him correct ‘me or 
verify what I said. 

What is your estimate? 

Mr. SHeripan. It runs about $600 to $800 on these military 
housing projects, Senator. ; 


TYPE OF 





AIR CONDITIONING 


Senator ELLeNDER. What kind of air conditioning do you have 
there? 

Mr. SuHeripan. That is a combination of heating and cooling. We 
can give you a breakdown on it. 

Senator Ettenper. It is air cooled and heated. What space? 
Two bedrooms? 

Mr. SHerman. Three bedrooms. 

Senator ELLENDmuR. My brother just recently constructed a house 
in my hometown, and the heating of it for 2 bedrooms cost him 
$4,000. Now how can you do it for $600 or $800? 

Senator Smirx. Is this with the air forced from the furnace? Is 
that what you are talking sbout? 

Mr. SHeripan. I have a man here and I will get him, and he can 
describe it. be 

Senator Roserrson. Is this just for the barracks or is it for the 
houses? 

Senator ELtenpErR. That will be the next thing. 

Mr. Bryant. These that we sre talking about now concern the 
military dependents’ housing. 

Senator Srennis. What you call family housing? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srpnnis. And you have a central unit. 

Mr. Bryant. Mr. Barth, the question has been asked concerning 
the average cost of air conditioning in the Capebart dependent housing 
and the average mechanics of its instaJlation. 









STATEMENT OF MAX BARTH, CHIEF, TECHNICAL DIVISION, 
OFFICE DIRECTOR OF CONSTRUCTION, OASD 





AIR-CONDITIONING COST IN DEPENDENT HOUSING 


Mr. Bartru. Well, it is accomplished in either of two ways. The 
cost is about $600 to $800 more per unit, and, if conditions are favor- 
able, they will use a heet pump. [If conditions are not favorable, 
they will use a forced warm-air system, and they put cooling coils 
in the air-handling equipment in order to provide cooling, and it is 
the same equipment that is used with the heating device, the furnace, 
to heat the house; and the fan, of course, pushes the air to the rooms 
that require cooling or heating. 
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Senator ELLENDER. That is from a central system? 

Mr. Barra. Yes, sir, it is from a central system. 

Senator ELLeNpDeER. It is not individual housing? 

Mr. Barts. Each house has its own central system. They don’t 
have a central air-conditioning system like what is used at the Capitol. 
Bach house has its own heating and air-conditioning unit. 

Senator ELLENDER. You say the cost of that is from $600 to $800? 

Mr. Barru. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. For a three-bedroom house? 

Mr. Bartu. A three-bedroom house, yes. 

Senator Smita. To air-cool the whole house? 

Mr. Bartu. To air-cool the entire house. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the name of the manufacturer who 
makes these? I would like to find out because I am in the process of 
erecting a new home, and I was just saying a moment ago that my 
brother had built a house 2 or 3 years ago and spent, I think it was, 
in the neighborhood of $4,000 for the heating and cooling system. 

Senator Ropertson. You will find this is a special rate. You don’t 
get in on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, I would like to know about it. 

Senator Stennis. If I may restate the question now: Is this $600- 
to $800-per-unit figure an additional cost if you have the air-cooled 
unit included? 

Mr. Bartu. That is additional. In other words, you start with a 
unit heater or a furnace, and you have your ducts and -you have your 
grilles, you have everything you need. 

Senator Stennis. Pardon me just a minute. I want to be sure 
we all get this. Let me illustrate my thinking this way: 

We have been over this in the Armed Services Committee. I 
believe I remember what was said. You are building a family house 
now for the dependent families. Now you can build it for $10,000, 
we will say, and put the heating unit in it and leave out the air 
conditioning. 

Mr. Bartn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Then you can build the same heating unit for 
$600 or $800 additional with the air-conditioning features in it. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Barra. That is right. But may I qualify that just a moment. 

Senator Stennis. This is your testimony; not mine. I just want 
to bring it out more clearly. 

Mr. Barru. You are able to accomplish this because you have a 
great many houses and this repetitive feature brings your price down. 

Now in a house in which you have your forced warm air you already 
have your ducts and your grilles and your furnace and your fan. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, what does that cost? 

Mr. Bartu. Of course, it will vary depending upon the area and 
the size of the furnace. 

Senator Srennis. But that is for the heating alone. You have to 
have the heat. 

Mr. Barru. You have to have heat. That is right. So the ad- 
ditional cost is for purchasing the equipment to cool, which consists 
of a compressor, the cooling coils and possibly a few changes in addi- 
tion to the original installation if you didn’t have cooling, such as 
perhaps a larger-sized electrical service and perhaps a little larger- 
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sized fan and so on. In other words, you handle the cooling of the 
air at a different rate than you do the heating of the air. You mag 
have to make a few changes there. But in an original installation of 
a large number of units the prices indicate that it has been gotten for 
somewhere between $600 and $800 on a new house. 


BACHELOR OFFICERS’ QUARTERS 


Senator Stennis. What about your bachelor officers’ quarters? 
Do you put them in there? 

Mr. Bartu. Do you want me to continue on that? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can go on and answer the questions, 

Mr. Barru. In bachelor officers’ quarters air conditioning is not 
authorized normally, however, it was authorized for special reasons 
at Abilene. 

Senator Stennis. How much extra would that cost per unit? 

Mr. Barru. I don’t believe I can recall the exact amount right 
now. Of course, we can get that figure. 

Senator Stennis. Would you get that for us, please? 

(The information requested follows:) 

The cost of air conditioning the 28-man officer’s quarters at Abilene is $10,907, 
This amounts to approximately $389 per man. 

Senator Smit. Has this kind of cooling been satisfactory? 

Mr. Barra. The first units under the heat-pump system are being 
installed in one location. That is at Little Rock, and we have no 
experience to date to tell you whether that has been satisfactory or not. 
Abilene Air Force Base does have air conditioning with what you 
might call the conventional means, and I understand that has been 
very satisfactory. 

Senator SmitH. Abilene has the forced air? 

Mr. Barts. That is right. Abilene has the forced warm air. 

Senator Smiru. I heard that wasn’t too satisfactory in this location, 
and I was wondering if it was in other places. 

Mr. Bartu. Forced warm air has been in use now in homes that I 
know of since 1930, perhaps a little bit before that. 

Senator Smirx. How about in cooling? 

Mr. Bartu. Oh, in cooling it has been quite satisfactory at Abilene. 
In other words, the same delivery of treated air takes place. If you 
are happy and comfortable with heated air from a forced warm-air 
system you will be happy with the cooled air. If, on the other hand, a 
person is subject to a draughty feeling of air blowing, then perhaps he 
might not be as happy. 


LOW COST DUE TO MASS BUYING 


Senator Smiru. Well, the $600 or the $800, of course, is based on 
mass buying? 

Mr. Barra. Yes, mass buying and a small system. It is what is 
known as a 3-ton unit, which means it might not be satisfactory for 
larger house. 

At the present time units have been available at the next size, which 
would be 5 tons. But I understand that the industry now is do 
some work at having split sizes, in-between sizes, and say, if you n 
a unit that is a little bit larger than 3 tons, you might not have to go 
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to the 5-ton, but will be able to get the 4-ton. But that is for the 
future; not right now. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are you finished with your questioning, 
Senator? 

Senator Smita. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would it be possible to use the same ducts 
that you have for the circulation of the heat to take the air from the 
outside and circulate it in the house? 

Mr. Barro. You mean bring in the outside air? 


USE OF FANS FOR AIR COOLING 


Senator ELLENDER. Yes, the same as I do in my own apartment. 
[don’t have any air-cooling system such as you are talking about. I 
could afford it, but I prefer this other system, and it is very comfortable. | 
[have a fan there that cost me about $110. I have had it for 8 years 
and it is running very well, and that was my whole investment—$110. 
It is well cooled as far as I am concerned, and I am wondering the 
extent to which you could use the facilities that you now have in the 
building to pull the air in and circulate it in the building, as is the case 
inmy apartment with this one fan located in the window. 

Mr. Barru. I should say that I am an architect, not a mechanical 

ineer. But I can answer that for you, I believe. 
The normal attic fan exhausts air, and by exhausting air in the house 


it pulls in fresh air from the outside. When you are pushing air by. 


means of a fan in 2 furnace, you are pushing air at a fairly high rate of 
speed and pushing it through some small openings. 

Senator ELtLenperR. Your statement is it wouldn’t be practical. 

Mr. Barts. No, it wouldn’t be practical. 

Senator Roperrson. I am not against this air conditioning provided 
itis limited to where there will be a necessity over a period of months. 
Is that the intent of the program? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. You said 3 or 4 months or more. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Barru. I don’t believe I quite get your question. You say 
that you would operate a system for a certain number of months? 

Senator Rosertson. Why do you want to spend extra money on 
the air conditioning? 


BASIS OF AUTHORIZING AIR CONDITIONING 


Mr. Barru. No. Air conditioning for housing has been authorized 
to date only on an exception basis, and it has been because our policy 
does not include the air conditioning of housing for families, bachelor 
officers or for evlisted men. 

We consider every request for air conditioning in those categories 
only on an exception basis. That is upon presentation of what the 
weather conditions are at that particular location. 

Senator Roserrson. I saw some statement to the effect that in the 
case of an officer, he could put these window units in and he could 
move, and after you pay for that after he moves around 3 or 4 times, 
you would have saved the price of a unit. 

Mr. Bryant. That is true, Senator. That has been testified to 
tnd has apparently some significance because it could amount, de- 
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pending upon the number of moves, to a point approximating a fixed 
installation. 


AIR CONDITIONING OF OFFICERS’ CLUBS AND DANCEHALLS 


Senator Ropertson. My other suggestion concerns the officers’ 
clubs and dancehalls and things in here that were fringe benefits and 
not essential. 

Mr. Bryant. Well, I tried to answer that in another case pre. 
viously. Some of these exceptions to our criteria were determined by 
other committees. We have since put out instructions and criteria, 
and we are trying to do a better job in policing, sir, the actual aetiyj- 
ties with the personnel that we have. 

I believe I cannot defend the fact that these excesses were indulged 
in. We are hoping to limit them and to eliminate them. 

Senator Tuyz. Mr. Chairman, may I have information as to where 
you are placing these air-conditioning units? Are they going to be 
installed in existing buildings or new buildings? I am sorry that J 
have not been here all morning, but, unfortunately, I just couldn’t be, 

Mr. Bryant. At the present time we are talking about these with 
respect to the construction of new Capehart projects. 

Senator Tuyre. Yes. So they are new buildings. You are not 
remodeling anything. You are just thinking about construction of 
new homes; and, as long as you put in the heating unit within that 
home, for an additional cost you can put in the cooling unit which 
will use the same flues that your hot air is circulated through when 
your heating unit is in operation? 

Mr. Bryant. That is exactly true, sir. 

Senator Tuyx. Therefore, you are not remodeling, but you are just 
taking this as one step in this modern age; and if you are in an area 
where you have a hot summer but, at the same time, you need heat 
in the winter, you can convert that over to an air-conditioning opera- 
tion in the summer months when the heat is excessive? 

Mr. Bryant. That is right. 

Senator THyr. Now where do you plan to put these units? 

Mr. Bryant. It happens, of course, to be largely in the southern 
periphery of the United States by virtue of the fact that there we have 
the greatest number of excessive heat hours. We have been using & 
rule of a minimum of 2,200 hours of temperature above 67° as a plat- 
form for deciding on these exceptions. 

Senator Tuyxr. Of course, you could get some heat in the Dakotas 
and Montana. I have been just as uncomfortable in Minnesota on an 
August night as I have been in Washington, and yet we think Minne- 
sota has ideal weather. 

Mr. Bryant. However, it would not be so continuous, would it, 
Senator? 

Senator Toyz. No, it would not. But I mean you are confining 
yourself to a southern tier of States. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, at the present time. 

Senator Toys. And you are not contemplating making these 
installations in the Dakotas or in Montana and Minnesota? 

Mr. Bryant. No, sir. 
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AIR CONDITIONING OF OFFICE SPACE 


Senator Ture. We hope vou are not too many months away from 
making plans for the Bethel air site and defense unit at Bethel, Minn. 
Whether you have Capehart housing there is still to be determined. 
What do you do about your office space? 

Mr. Bryanr. We have certain administrative areas that historically 
have been air conditioned, and certain recreational and laboratory 
areas, and particularly where we have certain types of machines where 
we have to regulate the temperatures. 

Senator Toye. How much money is in this bill that may be used 
for just that purpose of air conditioning? 

Mr. Bryant. Nothing really. What we are talking about now—at 
jeast I wiil say that, but I may have to retract some portion of it, but 
from the standpoint of this bill there is no money requested of the 
Congress with respect to the air-conditioning aspect of the Capehart 
construction. We are limited by the Congress to a ceiling on the 
Capehart unit of $16,500. By adding the element of air conditioning 
within the ceiling the house, of course, is limited by that amount. 
I mean the construction cost. In other words, it means a slight loss 
of space. 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN NORTH AND SOUTH ON FOUNDATIONS 


Senator Smiru. Mr. Secretary, I understood you to say $16,500. 
Do you make any difference between the North and South in the 
foundations of a house? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, I believe that is true. Mr. Barth, because of his 
professionai background, could possibly explain that. 

Mr. Barru. That is correct. We have to extend the footings to 
greater depths in the northern areas than in the southern areas. 

Senator Smirx. How much difference is there in cost? 

Senator HaypEN. Pardon me, but I might add that the earthquake- 
roof house in California has to be built, and that now extends some 
undreds of miles over into Arizona where we don’t have any, and I 
have had a lot of trouble about that. 

Senator Smita. Mr. Chairman, in northern Maine a deep footing 
or foundation in basements. is:certainly necessary, and I have heard 
it debated on the floor time and time again that it was not necessary 
to have foundations in Maine any different than in Florida. And I 
can tell you when it gets down to 45 and 50 below zero with quite a 
number of feet of snow, a sound foundation is vital. Do you make 
plans for that difference in the housing. I understand there is extra 
in the South for air conditioning, and in some parts of the country 
for earthquakes, and I want to be sure that Maine and the other 
northern parts of the country are protected. 

Mr. Bartu. Well, all of the areas are protected for their peculiarities 
of climate because the architects are selected from the area where the 
work is to be accomplished, and those architects are familiar with 
the local requirements. 

Senator Smrra. Then does that mean where money is needed fewer 
houses are built? 

Mr. Bartu. If more money is needed something has to happen in 
the higher cost areas. The house either has to get smaller or lose 
some of its amenities. 
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Senator Smiru. Regardless of the need? 
Mr. Bart. Regardless of the need. 


ADEQUATE HOUSING OF GROUND PERSONNEL 


Senator Smrra. Mr. Chairman, I am sure the Defense Department 
knows my mind and feelings about the relationship of adequate 
housing to the morale of personnel. Since the Secretary has talked 
about morale, and I note in his statement, on page 26, he refers to 
housing when he says: 

I am pleased to report that, although only 1,346 of the 85,703 Wherry units 


have actually been acquired to date, final action is in process on approximately 
20,000 more. 


WHERRY HOUSING AT LORING AIRBASE 


Mr. Secretary, do you know what the status of the acquisition of 
Wherry housing at the Loring Airbase is? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, I do. at the present time, Senator Smith, this 
is the history: Originally the Air Force attempted to negotiate for the 
acquisition of the Wherry units at Loring Air Force Base, and reported 
that they were concerned about the possibility of their having some 
excess mortgage proceeds involved in the original transaction, and 
therefore asked me, our department, to authorize condemnation as a 
means of arriving at a fair appraisal through an intermediate agency 
in a court of law. I, however, rejected that request because I had 
had some discussions myself with the sponsor. I had also received 
information from the FHA who had reviewed this and whose problem 
it really is to review this question of so-called windfalls, and we have 
requested the Department of the Air Force to renew their negotiations, 
which they are presently doing. I think, from the attitude indicated 
by the sponsor, that a negotiated basis will be developed, particular! 
in view of the fact, Senator Smith, that the most recent housin bill 
spelled out very clearly in the report that accompanied the bill the 
method of determining the charges to be made for depreciation; or 
rather, the physical replacement as a guide in limiting the debates 
and arguments with respect to what is the net equity value. 

That clarification, while it undoubtedly will add to the cost of the 
equities of the Wherry units, nevertheless is very useful because it 
simplifies the area of discussion, and I think it is appropriate at this 
point to express the hope—and, in my case, a conviction—that the 
negotiatory process that will emerge will be expedited by virtue of 
that action. 

Senator SmiruH. You say final action is in process on approximately 
20,000 more. What do you think will be the time required for that 
action? 

Mr. Bryant. Well, I think it is very largely now the question of 
availability of manpower in the military departments to cover the 
number of Wherry units or projects involved, and yet I can only say, 
without being able to give you the days and months, that the tedious- 
ness of negotiation should certainly be very much simplified. 





REQUEST FOR REPORT ON HOUSING SITUATION 


Senator Smrrx. Mr. Chairman, with the great need well recognized 
for housing, especially in the areas where I come from, I would ask the 
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chairman to request the Secretary to give us a report not later than 
September 1 as to what is being done, what will be done, and the date 


of it, and what plans are for procurement if the negotiations do not 
go through. 


(The following was submitted :) 


The information requested will be transmitted separately not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1957. 


Mr. Bryant. I will be very happy to do that, Senator. 
I would like to, also, however, point out that, with the exception of 


possible differences of opinion or arguments perhaps between Wherry- 


sponsored control of the houses and the military, the same space is 
still available during this period. It is still occupied by the military 
under the Wherry control versus the military control, so that, so far 
as the Wherry program is concerned, there should be no loss of space 
involved during this period of acquisition. 

Senator Smira. In other words, the Wherry housing is not going 


to take care of the great need that we find ourselves in? 


CAPEHART PROGRAM 


Mr. Bryant. Well, it is the Capehart we are trying to add to the 
Wherry aspect. The Wherry we have with us. It unfortunately 
was built under a congressional enactment which severely limited the 
space by virtue of the ceiling on.the price. The Capehart program 

ongress authorized at a considerably higher ceiling. The Capehart 

gram we are pushing to augment the Wherry. Purchase of the 
Wherry is really divided into two sections: One, the so-called manda- 
tory requirement of Congress, to wit, that, wherever a Capehart proj- 
ect is built in the vicinity of an existing Wherry project, the latter 
must be purchased by negotiation, if possible, and, if not possible of 
negotiation, by condemnation. Wherever we establish a need for a 
Capebart approval, and give approval of a Capehart project in the 
vicinity of a Wherry project, we must iniatedidiaieannlitnede purchase 
of the Wherry. This is @ mandatory aspect, and, at the risk of repe- 
tition, I think, in the Wherry acquisition, we are going to make faster 
progress by virtue of the new formula spelled out under the most 
recent housing bill. 

Now the Capehart projects, I know, are the ones you are particu- 
larly interested in, because this is the additional family housing which 
we all recognize as the standard required. As to those, we are rusbing 
them to the utmost. We have quite a number underway now. 


DIFFICULTY IN FINANCING 


Our difficulty is—and I tried to explain this, I think, the last time 
I was up here before this committee a couple of months ago—in 
securing the financing of them. When the Capehart Act was adopted 
the market for mortgages was pretty healthy, and the Congress pro- 
posed a limitation of a maximum of 4 percent on mortgage loans in 
this category. 

We were able to get the first Capeharts financed in the private 
mortgage market on that basis and with that interest ceiling. But 


2 the latter part of last year, perhaps the fall of last year, the market 
changed. 








220 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Now the only other recourse for the funding of these mortgages jg 
through the so-called Federal National Mortgage Agency or FNMA 
colloquially, which had a congressional limitation of funds of $199 
million, or, rather, $200 million. Recently I think this new bij] 
increased that by another $250 million. 

The original FNMA authority was quickly used up in the first 
Capehart projects after the failure of the open market to absorb ‘the 
mortgages. The more recent authorization is practically extinguished 
by virtue of the backlog which had been approved and which were 
ready for funding, and applications totaling almost the remainder of 
that amount have already been made to FNMA to finance those 
projects. 

We will have ultimately, therefore, approved, and will have out for 
bids and ready for construction the full content of the market a¢- 
ceptability and the congressional or statutory authority of FNMA in 
our Capehart program. 

On the matter of how that is distribtued, we have tried to maintain 
some balance between the service requirements and some order of 
priority, through the best judgment of the military departments 
involved because, after all, they are in the best position to suggest, 

Senator Stennis. Pardon me, Mr. Secretary, if I may. You are 
“ uae any money in this bill for Capehart housing or anything 
ike that? 


CEILING ON CAPEHART HOUSING 


Senator SmitH. I would like to clear up something right there. 
I understood the Secretary to say the ceiling is $16,500 for Capehart 
housing. I also understood that before the Armed Services Com- 
mittee he testified that the average cost per unit was $15,500. 

Does that include the Capehart housing? 

Mr. Bryant. Thatisright. Yes,ma’am. We are trying to avoid 
loading everything up to the ceiling. As you explained, there are areas 
in the United States where the costs are higher than they are in other 
areas, and it seems only appropriate that, where the average cost of 
construction is lower, that area shouldn’t get a better house because 
of the geographical situation. So the average, in order that we don’t 
exceed the limitations of Congress, has been $15,500. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Secretary, you stated correctly that I am in- 
terested in Capehart housing. Of course, we all are, who haven't 
liked the Wherry housing or other housing when it becomes so inade- 
quate or out of repair. I understood you to say that the Wherry 
housing wouldn’t change any. Isn’t it true it is in pretty bad repair? 

Mr. Bryant. Very considerable, Senator Smith. I have personally 
tried to look at as many of these as possible. I may say for the record 
now that there is a special congressional team of the House Armed 
Services Committee, I think under the chairmanship of Mr. Rivers, 
leaving on or about the 14th of this month to inspect typical Wherry 
projects largely in the southern portion of the United States along 
the eastern seaboard for the purpose of determining the average type 
of construction and the average conditions. But your question or 
your assumption is correct, that in many instances the Wherry 
houses were inadequately built. I mean that had something to do 
with the money limitations, and in many instances they are not well 
kept up. 
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Senator sMiTH. Then it is important to get this expedited as quickly 


as possible. 

Se Bay avr. That is right. I believe firmly that, where the 
Wherry units are obviously improperly managed and not properly 
cared for, those should have a priority of purchase. 

Senator Smiru. I asked for certain information to be furnished to 
the committee, and now I would like to ask that this committee be 
informed prior to September 1 of this year, Mr. Secretary, of what the 
status of the Wherry housing at Loring Air Force Base is, and; if 

rocurement procedures have not been started, what the Department 
of Defense proposes to do about this situation before the winter 
comes. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, Senator; we will have the. information before 
September 1. 

(The following was submitted :) 

The information requested will be transmitted separately not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1957. 

Senator SmitH. Now I have one more question. There isn’t any- 
thing for repairs in this bill, I understand. 

Mr. Bryant. No; not in the housing. 

Senator SmirH. No. But there is in the general? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 


MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR PLANNING 


Senator Smit. Do you do anything by way of planning for mainte- 
nance and repair, especially outside work in the colder climates, so as 
to get it done before the colder weather gets in? Or do you treat all 
the bases equally and start work after cold weather gets in? 

Mr. Bryant. Of, no. The project engineer at every base, Senator, 
30 far as I know—and I believe this is correct—plans his work accord- 
ing to the climatic conditions and best opportunities for performance, 
depending upon the geographical location. That is a matter of me- 
chanics within each of the services and through their installations 
and engineering offices. 

Senator SmrrH. Well, if there is any money to go to a base for paint- 
ing, for instance, on the outside, they can get to it before the winter 
months. Is that true? 

Mr. Bryant. Oh, yes; they should. 

Senator Smita. Thank you. 

Chairman Hayprn. Senator Saltonstall. 

Senator SatronsTALu. I have these questions lined up in my own 
mind, and I am hoping they will be helpful. 


NEW AUTHORIZATION BILL 


Now the new request initiated was $1,561 million, of which the 
House authorized $1,416 million, and that new authority bill is now 
pending before the Armed Services Committee? Is that correct? 

Mr. Bryanv. Yes, sir. 

A statement wos made by Senator Stennis who may wish to handle 

t presently as to the action there. Would you like to comment 
om that? 

Senator Srennis. About the authorization? 

Mr. Bryanr. Yes. 
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Senator Stennis. That has already been covered in the record, Mr 
Chairman. If you will pardon me, I was looking here at the memo, 
You mean the current authorization bill? ‘ 

Do you want to get the figures? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. We will be bringing those figures in, the list of 
items to this subcommittee. 

Senator SatronsTauu. I am trying to get the totel. The House 
authorized $1,416 million. Has the Senate Committee increased thet 
by a certain amount? ; 

Senator Stennis. No. It is less. It would be about $1.2 billion, 

Senator SALTONSTALL. $1,200 million? 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Senator SatronsTaLL. So on the original authorization of $1,561 
million, the House authorized $1,416 million and the Senate committee 
authorized $1,200 million in round figures? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Senator SatronstaLL. Now the next question is the appropriations, 
If lread your report correctly, on page 7, I think itis, of your statement, 
you show that there is $672 million of carryover appropriations, in 
other words, appropriation unobligated balances, if you will, but 
money for construction that is available without new appropriation. 
Am I correct? 


Mr. Bryant. That is correct. 

Senator SatronsTaLtt. Now the new appropriations are $1,660 
million. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

Senator SatronstaLu. So you have available to spend $3,032 
million, is that correct? If you grant that appropriation? 

Mr. Bryant. It is not correct for this reason, sir, as I started to 
say, that of this $672 million of unobligated carryover of previous 
years approximately $315 million must be set aside for work currently 
under contract to pay for Government costs, contingencies, and other 
costs which are attributable to the construction now underway. 


CARRYOVER AVAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION 


Therefore, of the unobligated carryover, only a balance of $357 
million is available for obligation against new project starts and con- 
tract awards and we also have the problem of awaiting for our new 
money and this gap between the end of fiscal 1957 and the appro- 
priations for fiscal 1958 must in some fashion, be covered because | 
don’t think we want the work to stop. 

Senator SarronstaLu. Well then, there is available for new appro- 
priations $2,017 million on the figure you have just given? 

Mr. Bryant. Well, technically, yes, that is correct. 

Senator SALronsTALu. Yes, $1,660 million plus $357 million. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, that is right. 

Senator SauronstaLL. Now of that you are asking this year, and 
the figures I won’t repeat, but they show on page 5, a total of $733 
million from the old authority, $1,263 million from the new authority, 
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and a difference between the appropriation funding program and the 
appropriation request of $276 million; is that correct? 
{r: Bryant. That is correct. 


UNUSED APPROPRIATION AUTHORITY 


Senator SALronsTaLL. Now the question I am leading up to is how 

much old authority is there still pending on which you could ask for 
ropriations that is still hanging fire, so to speak? 
Mr. Bryant. Well, I have heretofore testified on this. 

enter SALTONSTALL. I beg your pardon if you have already 
testified . 

Mr. Bryant. We are planning to spend in new starts, under new 
guthorizations, $1,203 million. 

Senator SaALtronsTaALu. That is correct. 

Mr. Bryant. And under previously authorized $733 million. 

Senator SatronsTatu. $733 million. 

All right, my question is, how much is still pending outside of that 
$733 million of old authority which you haven’t put in this bill? 
In other words, what have we got to look forward to as possible money 
to appropriate in future years that is not included? Have you any- 
thing here on that? 

*Mr. Bryant. I should have it, sir. 

Senator SALTonsTaLL. Pardon me, Senator, if I have reiterated 
anything. 

nator Stennis. That is all right. You go right on. 

Senator Satronstatu. I apologize, but I couldn’t get that figure and 
lunderstand that figure had not been repeated. 

Mr. Bryant. I regret to say I do not have the figure. I thought I 
Thad. May I offer that for the record to supplement my testimony? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes. 


RESIDUAL AUTHORIZATION AVAILABLE 


The Cierx. From the authorization in the report of the House 
they show the figure of residual authorization to be available at the 
ad of fiscal year 1958 as $1,793 million. 

Senator SatronsTaAuu. So that will be $1,793 million which will be 
available for possible appropriation in addition to the $1,200 million 
or the $1,416 million that is authorized this year. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir, except that which is automatically washed 
out, as you will recall, Senator, under the 5-year rule, the previous 
S-year rule, and now under the 4-year rule which was approved by 
the House Armed Services Committee. 

Senator SatronsTA.L. Is that all washed out? 

Mr. Bryant. No. A portion of it will because it is over that 
of time in the deferred column. It automatically is lost if it 
8 not started. So there will be some portion of that which will be 
lost. There is some portion of it, as is customary, that will be fur- 
ther deferred in the light of priority, so that I cannot tell you, except 
as a hazarded guess, that perhaps three-quarters of the amount you 
Mentioned will still be possible of request for appropriations in the 
ollowing years. 
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Senator SatronstaLu. In other words, of that $1,793 million, only 
about a quarter of it will wash out? 

Mr. Bryant. I think. This is just a guess and I would like to 
give you more exact figures. 

Senator SattonsTaLL. Would you put it in the record? 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

Senator SattonstaLL. What did you guess? 

Mr. Bryant. I said something in the order of 25 percent of it, 
because the annual loss by attrition, because of the limitation of the 
years under which it can be held would approximate that. 

Senator SattonstaLL. Well approximately $450 million of the 
$1,793 million would be washed out this year. That would still have 
available one billion three hundred-odd-million dollars in addition to 
the $733 million of the old authority. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator is through, I want 
to say one word on this air-conditioning matter. Are you through? 

Senator SatronstaLu. Yes, I am through. 

I would like to have those figures. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

(The information requested follows:) 

Advancing the automatic repeal provisions applicable to unfinanced authori- 
zation from 5 years to 4 years will reduce the estimated residual authorization of 
$1,793 million, available at end of fiscal year 1958, to approximately $1,540 million, 
a reduction of $253 millions 

Senator ELLeENpER. Would you mind if I asked him one question? 

Senator Stennis. Well I keep on deferring my question and |] 
thought I ought to say something on this air conditioning because we 
had been into it, but we had gotten off the subject. But you go ahead 
and I will be next after you. 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 


Senator ELLenpER. You have stated in your statement on page 7 
that unobligated balances are $672 million, but $315 million of that 
must be set aside for the work currently under contract. 

When did you get this money contracted for? 

Mr. Bryant. Well, varying times, sir. Some of these projects 
were handled this way. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you call it “unobligated’’? 

Mr. Bryant. No. No. No, it is carryover. It is obligated. 
It is carryover. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. When you say “unobligated balance available 
in 1957”’, that is not a true statement then, on page 7? 
tr. Bryant. Wait a minute. Mr. Sheridan, I think, can answer 
that. 

Mr. SHeripan. I think this is a technicality in a sense and I want 
to clear it up for you. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Not for me, for the committee, sir. 

Mr. Sueripan. Senator, that is $315 million that will be used for 
Government costs, contingencies, and other costs which are attribu- 
table to the construction now underway. It is not for contracts. 

Senator ELtenper. But the contracts have not been entered into? 
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Mr. Speripan. The contracts have been entered into. It is for 
the administrative work, the inspection, supervision, design work for 
contracts that are already underway beyond the end of the fiscal year. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well is this entire amount for administrative 
work, this $315 million? ; 

Mr. SHERIDAN. It is for Government costs, contingencies, and items 
of that type. That $315 million is to bring about $4- or $5-billion 
worth of construction. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Who gets this $315 million? 

Mr. SHertpan. The military departments. 

Senator ELLenpuR. The military departments? 

Mr. SHeripan. Yes, sir. 

Senator ErtenprR. That was set aside after June 30, 1957. 

Mr. Sueripan. It was their best estimate of what they would need. 

Senator Eruenper. Exactly. That was set aside after June 30, 
1957, and that is why you put in the category of unobligated balance 
as of June 30, 1957. 

Mr. SHeripan. Right, because you don’t obligate civil service pay 
and so forth and things of that type. 

Senator ELLENpDER. And you say that this is to cover administrative 
work in order to take care of how many billions of dollars of contracts? 

Mr. SHeripan. Well each year the program runs about $1,900 
million and you are starting some and finishing some and so forth. 
It will be about $4 or $5 billion. 

Senator Etuenver. All right. I just wanted te clear it up. 


AIR-CONDITIONING PROBLEM 


Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, now what I wanted to say about 
the air conditioning was this: we had this up in part in the Armed 
Services Committee and I want Senator Ellender to hear this matter 
of air conditioning, that we had it up to this extent only in the Armed 
Services Committee, that it is just one element of what should go into 
a house. 

Now in some areas of the country you build against the cold weather. 
You have to consider the basements and the walls up around the house. 
Down where I live you seldom see a house bricked up from the ground 
to where the sills are. It is not necessary. The average or the ceiling 
on the cost of these houses of $16,500, the cost varies throughout the 
country depending on the building conditions and also as to what you 
emphasize or what you are going to put in the house. 

Now we approved the air-conditioning units on a trial-run basis, 
to the extent of saying “we will just see what it will cost.” I was 
surprised when there was that small a difference in cost. That some- 
what changed my mind about it. 

I was more or less bringing them into an accounting and a rather 
severe one and [ thought it was going to be around $1,500, or some- 
thing like that, but when they said only six or seven hundred dollars 
difference, my thinking has been a little different concerning it. 

I believe that 10 years from now in that part of the country, Texas 
or even south Mississippi or south Louisiana, nearly all houses will 

air conditioned from the start because it will be at a reduced cost 
and I thought it well to just try this out to an extent. 

Now there is no additional money that is being appropriated for- 
this purpose and the house has to come within the agreement and I 
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think you ought to yield something on those floors and other thin 
a little more than what is the average and consider putting in 
conditioning where it is needed more. 

Now. somewhere else they could emphasize the basements or even 
guard against excessive rainfall or excessive dust or whatever the 
problem may be. I think, though, you are getting mighty plush in 
this building here, as a whole, I mean, the armed services, and you 
are trying to hold this down yourself, I know. 


CEILING ON BACHELOR OFFICERS’ QUARTERS 


Now we were requested to increase the bachelor officers’ quarters 
this year to $9,566 per unit. The authorization ceiling in this bill we 
are bringing in now is $6,560 under the present law. Well, perhaps 
they cannot live under that and come anywhere near keeping up with 
the standards they have had, so we are considering recommending 
some increase on that. 

Senator Tuyn. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield at. that 
particular point? 

Senator Srennis. Yes. I wanted to make this general statement 
for the committee. 

Senator Toye. You are on the Armed Services Committee. 

Senator Srennis. Yes, on the Armed Services and Military Con- 
struction Subcommittee. 

Senator Turse. And therefore you are familiar with this in the 
regular authorization legislation for the military services. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Senator Ture. This was all considered in the regular authorization 
bill. It is a little dificult for me to understand why we must have it 
in the supplemental. 

Senator Stennis. You mean the air conditioning? 

Senator Tuyr. I mean the question we are confronted with here. 

Senator Srennis. Well that was raised by one of the Senators, 
There is nothing in it about it. 

Senator Ture. There is absolutely nothing in the supplemental? 

Senator Stennis. No, with regard to air conditioning. 

Insofar as these houses are concerned. There might be something 
here for an administrative building of some kind that they may be 
planning to air condition or a school building for some of these boys 
that are studying electronics. 

Senator ELLenper. As I understood it a while ago, it was they 
would try this within the limit. 

Senator Stennis. Within the limits of the Capehart housing. 

Senator ELtenper. Yes. Therefore, you don’t need any mor 
money. 

Senator Turn. It is not as a supplemental request to units in 
existence. You are making a record as to what the thinking is on 
the type of construction. The fact is that in many areas you have 
the flue-type hot-air heating unit within the home construction and 
therefore you have the air capacity in the fan of the heating unit 
and this is just the exception that you may have to have a little heavier 
motor and a little heavier constructed fan to circulate the cold ait 
rather than the warm or heated air. Therefore you are contem- 
plating the possibility of doing some experimenting in putting m 
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an air-conditioning unit in connection with the heating plant already 
existent in order that in the heat of the summer, you can change over 
to the cold air and in the wintertime go back to the regular furnace 
heating unit. 

Now is that what you have im mind? 

Senator STENNIS. fam just trying to state the facts, Mr. Chairman, 
for the committee as we have had this before in the Armed Services 
Committee. There is nothing in this bill about air conditioning unless 
itis for an administration building. This is Capehart housing. It 
jg not appropriated funds either. 

We did approve it as a trial run and I think, in fairness to these 
people, I ought to say so. 

Senator ELteENDER. What you are really saying is this: that if, 
within the $16,500 per unit limitation, they can install this air condi- 
tioning on an experimental basis, they can go on and do it? 

Senator Stennis. Yes, of course, to see how it works. There is no 
new money involved. 

I believe that is clear, Mr. Chairman. 

Now there is one other point. I have been asked here by members 
of the committee to have the Armed Services Committee examine in 
detail every one of these items for which an appropriation is requested. 
The answer to that is ““Yes, at some time, maybe not all this year.” 
Some of these are on old authorizations. Now we have examined this 
year everything that we are going to recommend for authorization and 
I think that virtually every item that we approved in this authoriza- 
tion bill will be in this appropriation bill, so to that extent they are 
on all fours. 

Mr. Bryant. I would like to say this—— 

Senator Srennis. Excuse me, but Senator Ellender had a question. 


MOJAVE DESERT PROJECT 


Senator ELteENDER. One project which I brought to the attention 
of the committee a while ago was this Mojave Desert project. Now 
did your subcommittee go into detail as to this project? 

Senator Stennis. That was authorized last year for these additional 
runways. Now there is an increment this time for $3 million addi- 
tional authorization. 

Senator ELLENDER. But, Senator, may I say that from what I 
understand it is not only for additional runways, but it is to build 
almost a brand new establishment. That was the way they came to 
fu as I understood it, to add on what they now have, but we find out 

ore the committee now that they are going to actually abandon the 
present site. 

Senator Srennis. Well I am just a little cold on exactly what we 
were told last year about Mojave because I wasn’t here when it was 
taken up before the Appropriations Committee the last time, but. we 
can get our records. i do not want to speak on that because I might 

injury to someone, but I largely understood that it was the ex- 
tension of runways, although there was a special problem. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator, they are going to build this up. 

Senator Srennis. Wait a minute. I say I largely understood it 
» that, but there was a special problem presented to. us about the 
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Now you picked it up there and you perhaps know more about that 
than I do. 

Senator ELLENpDER. When they came for the money last year the 
committee turned it down because of the fact that it went far beyond 
a mere intention of extending the runways, from what I can gather 
and from what I remember, but that they were going to abandon the 
present airfield and put the runways away from the city and it is not 
a@ question of extending what you have there now, as I understood it 
but it is going to be building a practically brandnew airfield. They 
turned it down and they are back for money to make these acquisitions, 

Senator Tayz. Where is this? 

Senator ExtenpEer. Mojave. Do you remember when you raised 
the question of $100 an acre and $150 an acre? You were here. 

Senator Ture. First it involved reprograming because last year we 
approved an extension of therunway. Then we were confronted with 
a complete new land area. 

Senator ELLenprEr. Right. 

Senator Toyz. And then it would be using the old installation as a 
buffer between the city and the new installation, and that was the 
question that we were working on. 

Senator ELLenpDER. That was the reason I would turn it down, be- 
cause it was beyond the original intention, the extending of an airfield, 

Senator Torx. That is mght. It was a new project. 

Senator Stennis. I am going to refresh my pncolechion 

Senator ELLenpmER. I wish you would and before you vote that bill 
out, let’s go into that a little bit. Now there may be other projects 
I don’t know anything about, but it strikes me that this was far 
beyond what the committee first contemplated. 

Senator Stennis. I will refresh my recollection, Mr. Chairman, on 
just what we had before us on that source. 

Senator Ettenprer. We are leaning mighty heavily on the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Mississippi. 

Senator Stennis. No. 

Senator Exutenper. He is the chairman of the subcommittee that 
authorizes, and the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts is also 
on that committee. 

Senator SatronsTaLu. I am on the committee and have great 
confidence in the Senator from Mississippi. 

Senator Ture. I have great confidence in both of them, the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator from Mississippi, and I don't 
believe at any time that these two gentlemen would be misinformed 
on any of these questions; but you and I, Senator Ellender, we 
get the request for reprograming and we were very much distu 
over the fact that they were going to let an airport, which at one 
time they asked to extend the runways of, be abandoned, and let it 
lay there as a buffer between the new installation some miles farther 
from the city, and that was the question that came up. 

Senator ELtenperR. And the expenditure there was high. 

Senator Tuy. I hope there are no funds in here that might pick 
up that project again. 

Senator ELLeNpER. It is in here now for the acquisition of that land 
which we objected to. 

Senator Turn. That is the reason these supplementals are always 
a concern of mine because we take all of these questions in the record. 





=> | =a 


S 


cS ees <—_-] essere eitry® iSBwreeoe oS © et oo 


Stet Be 3S a Sk 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 229 


. Senator Stennis. This is the regular appropriation bill for military 
gonstruction. 

Senator ELLENDER. But it is in a supplemental bill. 

Senator Haypen. It is in a supplemental bill. 

Senator Stennis. Oh, yes. 

Chairman Haypen. Ordinarily, a bill should be reported separately 
and not in a supplemental bill. 


QUESTIONS ON WHERRY HOUSING 


Mr. Secretary, I have a series of questions of Senator Chavez, 
who is chairman of the Armed Services Subcommittee, which he in- 
tended to ask with respect to the Wherry housing. Unfortunately, he 
cannot be here this morning, and I would like to submit the questions 
to you and you can make replies for the record. 

Mr. Bryant. I would be happy to do so. 

(The information requested follows:) 


Unnumbered: Of the various types of military family housing, Wherry is the 
only one which is not now operated directly by the military. 

After taking into consideration the cost of Wherry to the Government over 
comparable appropriated fund housing, the interferences between military opera- 
tion of public quarters housing and privately operated Wherry housing, the high 

perty taxes being imposed by local communities on privately operated Wherry 
xing, the need for remodeling Wherry housing to meet public quarters stand- 
ards, and other factors, Congress enacted Public Law 1020. It did so because it 
agreed with the military that all military family housing should be operated en- 
tirely by the military. This in turn requires that existing Wherry housing be 
acquired by the Government. Congress provided both authority for acquisition 
ona mandatory basis of negotiation or condemnation, or on a permissive basis, 
and appropriated an initial amount of money sufficient to proceed. This was and 
is the intent of Congress. Was this your understanding? Do you now under- 
stand that this is the intent of Congress? 

Answer. It is believed that Congress considered the above-stated factors in 
ong ao mandatory and permissive acquisition provisions of section 512 of 
Public Law 1020, 84th Congress. As for a conviction on the part of the military 
“that all military family housing should be operated entirely by the military,” it 
should be noted that in many instances the military departments would be fully 
satisfied to see operation of Wherry housing projects continue in private hands. 
Itshould also be noted that section 511 of Public Law 1020 does provide a measure 
o relief from high local taxation which does not reflect services performed by the 
local taxing authorities. 

1. Question. What is your program under Public Law 1020 regarding the ac- 
quiring of Wherry projects? 

Answer. Under the provisions of Public Law 1020, it is the policy of the Depart- 
ment of Defense to acquire all Wherry housing in the mandatory acquisition cate- 
ery generally on a priority basis, according to the schedule of completion of Cape- 

housing construction, and to permit the acquisition of Wherry housing in the 
eve acquisition category where considered to be in the best interests of the 
nited States. 

It is the policy of the Department of Defense that acquired housing shall be 

ignated as public quarters, except where it is structurally or economically in- 
feasible to achieve minimum acceptable standards of adequacy, according to 
triteria established by the Department of Defense. 

The availability of funds at any given time in the Wherry revolving fund will 
govern the number of projects that can be acquired and rehabilitated. 

2. Question. What is the reason why no Wherry projects have been acquired 

lus far, although you have had the money and authority for acquisition for 
nearly a year? 

Answer. Wherry projects at four locations totaling 1,346 units have been 
aquired to date. The acquisition of 6,591 units at 10 locations has been cleared 
by the House Armed Services Committee and acquisition will be effected as soon 
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as Senate clearance has been obtained. Two additional projects totaling 692 
units are before both committees. 

Requests from the military departments for the acquisition of additional proj- 
= totaling 5,178 units are being processed by the Office of the Secretary of 

efense. 

3. Question. Why have you stated that you wish Congress to repeal man 
acquisition of Wherry housing at lveations where additional housing is to be built 
Do you propose not to acquire Wherry at these locations? What would change 
from mandatory to permissive acquisition accomplish? 

Answer. Repeal of the mandatory acquisition provisions of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is desirable for the following reasons: 

(a) Careful programing of the development of Capehart housing, which takes 
into consideration the availability of all Wherry housing, should not e 
Wherry occupancy, since the total requirement for housing will exceed 
erabiv all available adequate housing in the community and on the installation 
including both Wherry and Capehart. 

(b) Mandatory acquisition places the Department of Defense at a disadvan 
in conducting negotiations for eee Failure to arrive at a price through 
ne~otiation results in costly and time-consuming litigation under condemnation 
which should be avoided if acquisition by purchase can be achieved. The obvious 
corollary is purchase at the maximum formula price under the statute, which in 
effect negates the intent of negotiation which is a requirement under the law. 

A change from mandatory to permissive acquisition would permit purchase 
through agreement on a price considered to be equitable to the Government, as 
well as to the Wherry corporation, and the option of determining whether or not 
acquisition by condemnation was warranted. Further, it would not force the 
lessee to give up his right to future income if he opposed the sale. Such a manda- 
tory requirement is not a condition to the provision of family housing under 
military construction authorization acts. 

4. Question. Are you holding back on acquisitions in the hope that mandatory 
acquisition will be repealed? 

Answer. No. 

5. Question. What is wrong with condemnation as the way to acquire when 
price cannot be agreed upon in negotiation. 

Answer. Nothing. Condemnation is considered to be equitable to both parties. 
However, it can be an added cost to the Government as a means of acquisition, 
regardless of any difference in accountability for the expenditures. 

6. Question. Do you think that you should not comply with the law now be 


cause you think the law should be changed later (from mandatory acquisition to 
i 


permissive) or that it might be changed later? 

Answer. No. There has been no delay in the Wherry acquisition program in 
anticipation of possible future changes in the law. 

7. Question. What have you done with the $50 million and other funds which 
Congress appropriated to start the Wherry acquisition revolving fund? 

Answer. No funds have been appropriated specifically for Wherry acquisition. 
Publie Law 1020 authorized a sum, not to exceed $50 million, to be appropriated 
for this purpose. The law further authorized, subject to the approval of the 
President, the transfer from unexpended balances of any spptopt aoe of the 
military departments not carried to the surplus fund of the prs § Seventy- 
five million dollars in such unexpended balances have been transferred to the fund. 
To date, $2,754,217 has been allocated for acquisition and other expenses to the 
military departments at their specific request. 

8. Question. Have you made any effort to acquire Wherrys by the 5-year agree 
ments provided by Public Law 1020 instead of by cash? 

Answer. The acquisition of Wherrys under the 5-year deferred payment plan 
recently was discussed with certain lessees. Some expressed an interest because 
of the tax advantage of this method over full payment, provided promissory 
notes for the deferred amounts were made negotiable for transfer to third parties 
prior to the date of redemption. 

A study presently is being made of the advisability of this method of payment 
and the type of notes legally permissible, in ease such method of payment shi 
be adopted when agreeable to the lessee. 

9. Question. Is it true that a recent United States Supreme Court decision 
(Offutt case in Nebraska) is resulting in an effort on the part of many local com- 
munities to tax the Wherry projects as much as $28 per unit per month, evéa 
though the local communities render none of the usual services for which taxes 
are collected? Doesn’t your acquisition stop these local tax raids on Wherry? 
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Answer. The United States Supreme Court decision (Offutt v. Sarpi County, 
Nebraska) has resulted in tax levies on Wherry leaseholds in many cases. . There 
are some services, normally rendered by communities, which are sometimes 
performed by the military departments or by the lessees. 

Section 511 of Public Law 1020, 84th Congress, affirms the right of local gov- 
emments to tax Wherry interests and provides for a deduction from these levies, 
gecording to determinations made by the Secretary of Defense of his designees 
of an amount equal to the cost of such services which are not being rendered 

the communities. It also provides for deductions to be made as a result 
y Federal school entitlements for children of parents residing in Wherry housing, 

The Department of Defense does not desire to deprive any community of its just 
taxes under law. Many communities have objected to the construction of Cape- 
hart housing because mandatory acquisition of the Wherrys would remove them 
from the tax rolls. However, the Department of Defense is concerned with 
the effect on the morale of an personnel of increased rentels which would 
be required to absorb these taxes. The purpose of section 511 of Public Law 1020 
was to minimize such increases. 

10. Question. Is it true that Wherry can only be altered and improved after 
Government acquisition, and doesn’t Public Law 1020 authorize and provide 
funds for doing this? 

Answer. It is true that no alterations and improvements can be made to 
Wherry housing by the Government until after acquisition, Public Law 1020 
authorizes the provision of a limited amount of funds to be appropriated and 
the use of surplus funds from other appropriations when such funds can be made 
available for Wherry acquisition purposes. Public Law 1020 also provides for 
the generation of funds for acquisition and rehabilitation from quarters allowance 
forfeiture or rentals, after mortgage and insurance payments have been met. 

Some doubt exists as to whether or not the implementation of the fund authori- 
gation provisions of Public Law 1020 will provide an adequate source of funds 
to carry out the acquisition and rehabilitation program within the span of a 
very few years as was apparently the intent. 

Il. Question. Is there any reason for treating acquired Wherrys as. public 
quarters immediately after acquisition and before you have taken the time to 
remodel them to suit public quarters standards? Doesn’t Public Law 1020 
permit you to continue to operate the Wherry as rental quarters indefinitely or 
until you have made the necessary changes? 

Answer. There is no reason, under Public Law 1020, why acquired Wherry 
housing cannot be rented until rehabilitated as public quarters. This procedure 
not only is subscribed to by the Department of Defense but has been declared the 
Department’s policy and intent in hearings before the Real Estate and Construc- 
tion Subcommittee of the House Committee on Armed Services. This same 
committee has qualified their clearance, under section 419 of Public Law 968 for 
acquisition of four projects, by requiring that the projects immediately be desig- 
nated as public quarters and by withholding concurrence on improvements until 
the matter can be taken up in hearings at a later date. 

12. Question. Is it true that Government acquisition of Wherry which starts 
the Government receiving the rents in a revolving fund which, at the rate of $90 
per month per unit (average military housing allowance), would pay the mortgage 
en each year and at the same time make approximately $50 per month or 

per year per unit availabie to pay off the acquisition price? ‘oes this not 
mean that acquisition is self-liquidating and that the Government will save $600 
above the mortgage payments each year, starting as soon as the Government 
takes over? 

Answer. The Department of Defense considers it necessary from a morale 
standpoint that Wherry housing designated as public quarters be rehabilitated. 

minimum acceptable standards adopted by the Department are considerably 
under those used for housing constructed under the Capehart and military con- 
struction authorization programs, yet the cost of improving Wherry housing to 
minimum standards, including repairs necessary for efficient operation, 
amounts to an average of $4,000 per unit. The estimated average cost of acquir- 
ing the leasehold interest is $1,500 per unit and the estimated average cost to 
furnish these quarters is $2,300 per unit. The $600 per year in quarters allowance 
forfeitures above the cost of mortgage and insurance payments will amortize the 
ve costs totaling $7,800 in 13 years. 

On the basis of the above figures, which are computed according to revolving 
fund receipts and expenditures, acquisition is self-liquidating, but a savings does 
hot begin to accrue until the 14th year. The above does not take into account 


the on _ receipts due to fewer public quarters where Wherry units have been 
combined. 
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13. Deleted from list furnished Department of Defense. 

14. Question. Isn’t it true that inflation will add about 5 percent to the equity 
price each year if the trends of the last few years continue? Doesn’t this mean 
that your delay in acquiring Wherry is increasing the cost to the Government, jy 
addition to allowing the local communities to tax Wherry exorbitantly each year? 

Answer. Increase in property values will not increase the cost of per 
acquisition of Wherry housing, since the formula price is based on the estimated 
replacement cost as of the date of endorsement for mortgage insurance. 

Although the overall cost to the Government of the combined equity and the 
mortgage will be the same a year from now, the cost of the equity will increase 
slightly by the amount the mortgage principal is reduced. At this early 
in the life of the mortgage, payments against the principal are less than pay 
against interest. To this extent, the Government will gain through the delay, 

The lessee is entitled to a reasonable profit as computed by FHA in determin. 
ing rentals. If additional profits are made by neglecting maintenance, on the 
supposition that the Government will acquire the project, it will not only be 
noted in the annual inspection of the Federal Housing Administration, but wil] 
be taken into account in the engineering and evaluation appraisal of physical 
depreciation, thereby reducing the maximum formula price. Such maintenanee 
neglect also will be taken into account in appraisals of the value of the propert 
for use in condemnation. Evidence of obvious neglect, or knowledge the 
will have a more serious effect on appraisal than the profit yielded by the neglect. 

Tax reductions on Wherry leaseholds are being made under the authority of 
section 511 of Public Law 1020, to alleviate or eliminate, as the case may warrant, 
the burden of increased rentals on military personnel. 

15. Question. Should there be any differences between acquisition procedures 
of Army, Navy, and Air Force respectively? ’ 

Answer. Instructions have been issued by the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
as guides for use in the acquisition of Wherry housing. These instructions 
describe procedures in detail where considered necessary to the successful imple- 
mentation of the program. Differences should exist between the military depart- 
ments in procedures for the acquisition of Wherry housing because of differences 
in organizational structure of the departments, and variations in administrative 
procedures necessary to carry out their respective missions. 

16. Question. Why did you turn acquisition over to each military department 
for handling in their three different ways? Is this just a maneuver to avoid or 
postpone acquisition? 

Answer. The Office of the Secretary of Defense does not have the manpower 
of facilities to conduct a program which requires the combined efforts of thou- 
sands of individuals and personal contacts throughout the United States. The 

rogram also requires the review, analysis, accumulation, and correlation of a 
ge volume of data. This program is not fundamentally different from other 
housing or procurement programs where policy and procedural instructions are 
developed and issued by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the operation 
of the program is delegated to the military departments. 

Rather than avoiding or postponing Wherry acquisition, this delegation of the 
operating functions is the only means by which such a large and complex program 
could be successfully carried out. 

17. Question. Are some Capehart houses already completed at, for example, 
Eglin Air Force Base, but are sitting vacant because you have not yet acquired 
Wherry at Eglin? Have you requested approval by the House and Senate Armed 
Services Committees to acquire this Wherry as required by Public Law 968, 
section 419, and Public Law 1020? Why not? 

Answer. No Capehart housing is unoccupied because Wherry housing has not 
been acquired. An agreement on price was executed by the owner of the Eglin 
Air Force Base Wherry project on May 14, 1957. Request for clearance to acquire 
was sent to the House and Senate Armed Services Committees on June 25, 1957. 
House clearance has been obtained but the Senate committee has not acted. 
Because of the agreement reached on price, authority was granted the local 
command to occupy a portion of the Capehart project (those units which were 
completed) with the proviso that such oceupancy would in no way affect the 
occupancy of the Wherry housing. 

18. Question. Have you deliberately failed to carry out Public Law 1020? 

Answer. No. The implementation of Public Law 1020, as it applies to Wherry 
acquisition, has progressed as rapidly as was possible considering the complexities 
of this law, which is completely new in Government and has no precedent. 

Implementation of this program required reaching agreements with the Federal 
Housing Administration and solving heretofore unknown problems. It required 
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pumerous conferences, legal and fiscal determinations, ‘staff reorganizations, and 
training of personnel. There has been no failure to carry out the provisions of 


law. 

19. Question. Besides the seriousness of your not obeying the law, has this not 
est the Government many millions of dollars in this last year? I think it was 
Mr. Vinson, chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, who pointed out 
that Wherry housing under private operation was costing the Government $50 
million extra per year and that Wherry should be acquired by the Government as 
goon as possible. What are you waiting for? 
~ Answer.’ The question of whether a savings to the Government can be effected 
by the purchase of Wherrys is controversial. If the $50 million per year savings 
js based on the $600 per year over the mortgage and insurance payments multiplied 

the slightly over 80,000 Wherry units at military installations, certain factors 
should be considered as follows: 

On the basis of the estimated minimum cost of maintenance and operation of 
a Wherry unit by the Government of $650 annually, and an average estimated 
cost of $480 per year for mortgage and insurance indebtedness, the $1,080 annual 
return from quarters allowance is insufficient to meet running expenses. The 
fact that the funds are in different accounts does not lessen the cost to the Gov- 
emment. At the above rate of expenditures, the cost of the equity, initial repairs 
and improvements, and provision of furniture cannot be amortized during the 
life of the mortgage. 

Appraisers of Wherry housing have estimated their economic life at from 8 to 

12more years. Regardless of repairs or improvements made by the Government. 
to this generally poor quality housing, if any credence can be put in the knowledge 
and experience of these appraisers, it appears that the useful life of these units 
will end with or before the mortgage is retired and that doubt exists as to whether 
the Government has gained or lost by ownership. 
» At an estimated $5,500 per unit initial outlay, which does not include the cost 
of providing furniture, an outlay of $50,380 is required for 9.16 units in order to 
generate (after 1 year’s receipt of quarters allowance) an additional $5,500 to 
acquire 1 more unit. ‘There are presently 35,968 Wherry units in the mandatory 
acquisition category. This number will be increased as additional Capehart 
housing is approved. 

The total costs of acquiring, approving, and furnishing the mandatory projects 
represents more Outlay of funds than can readily be made available within 1 
fiscal year. 


TWO PROBLEMS BEFORE COMMITTEE 


Senator SatronsTaLL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. 

Senator SarronstTaLu. Mr. Bryant, there are two problems, as I 
see it, that would come before us ultimately and one is that if the new 
authority is reduced below what you requested then of course you 
have to eliminate those items from the bill or request the conference 
committee to put them back in. Then if the appropriations are re- 
duced, as apparently the House is going to reduce your appropriation, 
you have to decide whether you want to request the items from this 
committee or not. 

So you really have two questions undecided yet before you: (1) the 
question of new authority and (2) the question of the amount of 
appropriation. 

r. Bryant. That is right. 

Senator SatronstaLu. That is for this year. 

Mr. Bryant. That is right. 

Senator SatronsTALL. So that ultimately before this committee 
you have to appear or make a decision whether to appear and request 
areturn of that. 

Mr. Bryant. That is correct. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You intend to do that. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Stennis. 
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ITEMS LISTED ON PERCENTAGE BASIS 


* Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I point out that I. think 
Secretary Bryant’s statement on pages 9, 10, and subsequent p 
where he lists it item by item and on a percentage basis for the various 
services is a splendid way to present here in capsule form these appro. 
priation items and I assume that someone is going over those in bc 
and will be subjected to cross-examination or examination about t 

is that correct? 

» Mr. Bryant. Yes. 


" Senator Srannis. Well it is a very fine presentation, very, very 
helpful. 


ARMORY CONSTRUCTION 


* Senator Tuyz. Now might I ask just one question relative to armory 
construction in these States? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly. 

Senator Ture. I realize that this does not come specifically under 
your jurisdiction and that it will be taken up here by another branch 
of the Defense Department, but you do have some responsibility in 
connection with it. 

What is the answer at the present time to cities that have already 
acquired the land for projects that have been approved for construe- 
tion in calendar year 1957; what is the status now in view of the 
directive of the Secretary of Defense? 

Mr. Bryant. The problem actually, Senator, has been one of 
trying to accommodate within the fiscal limitations, the considerable 
backlog of projects which were justified insofar as the criteria for 


guard strength, so far as that is concerned, and we are, I think, doing 
a pretty good job through the military departments involved in 
furthering, within the degree of priority, the best they can, the 
requirements of the program. 


MINNESOTA ARMORY PROJECTS 


Senator Ture. For instance, in Minnesota there are seven such 
armory projects. Some have been approved. We have Cannon 
Falls, for instance. They are the projects where the land has been 
acquired, the funds are in the bil), but there seems to be a question 
as to whether they can be started this calendar year because of the 
apparent standstill of those projects due to the Secretary’s directive. 

Mr. Bryant. No, I do not believe that is entirely true. No, sir. 
I think it is necessary to take a second look in view of many uncer- 
tainties nbout troop strengths, not only in the military organization 
as such, but in the supporting Reserve and National Guard areas. 
But the program as such has not been stopped. 

Senator Ture. I directed a question to Secretary McNeil of the 
Defense Department on this point, directed a question specifically 
about Cannon Falls, Paynesville, Buffalo, Duluth, New Prague, 
Winthrop, and Kenyon, all in Minnesota, because those are projects 
that we though, at least the majority of them, were approved and 
ready for a start in 1957 and we cannot get clear answers on them. 

Mr. Bryant. He has that list? 
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Senator Tarr. I am hoping to get a report from him before the day 
js over. 

Mr. Bryant. Yes. 

(The report referred to was submitted to Senator Thye.) 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


7. ee. 


’ Chairman Haypen. We will declare the meeting in recess until 
10:30 tomorrow morning. | 
(Thereupon the committee recessed at 12:15 p. m., Tuesday, August 

; 6, 1957, to reconvene at 10:30 a. m., Wednesday, August 7, 1957.) _: 
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 7, 1957 


Untrep Srates Senate, 
ComMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10:45 a. m., pursuant to call, in room F-37, 
the Capitol. Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender, Robertson, Sten- 
fis, Saltonstall, Thye, Dworshak, and Potter. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Miunirary CoNnstRUCTION 


STATEMENTS OF MR. EDWARD A. BACON, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (CIVIL-MILITARY AFFAIRS); BRIG. 
GEN. WILLIAM R, SHULER, CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, 
OFFICE, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, DCSLOG; MAJ. GEN, 
D. W. TRAUB, DIRECTOR OF ARMY BUDGET, OFFICE, COMPTROL- 
LER OF THE ARMY; MAJ. GEN. D. W. MCGOWAN, CHIEF, ARMY 
DIVISION, NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU; AND MAJ. GEN. RALPH 
A. PALLADINO, CHIEF, UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE AND 
ROTC AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. General, we are pleased to hear from you. 

General Moore. Mr. Chairman, this morning the Army has present 
the witnesses to present the justidications tor their public works 
requirement now pendinz before the committee. 

1 wish to point out that General Lawton, who has been the Army’s 
Budget Officer, has been promoted to Comptroller. And this morning 
we have here for the first time Maj. Gen. D. W. Traub, who is to be 
the Army’s Director of Budzet in the Office of the Comptroller. 

I wish to say, with respect to General Traub, that he is absolutely 
one of the best officers that we have in the whole military services, bar 
none. His record of accomplishments includes being the artillery 
commander recently at Fort Hood. He served as a civil affairs and 
military government officer in the Far East. He has been G—4 of 
the Eighth Army in Korea. He has been the United States logistics 
and materiel planner of the standing group of NATO. He has been 
the logistics planner of the Joint Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

e has been the logistics instructor at the Command and General 
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Staff School and an instructor at West Point in economics, goverp- 
ment, and history. 
I know that he will have the ability and the will and the desire to 
serve this committee in the best possible way. 
Thank you, Mr, Chairman. | 
Chairman Haypren. Our next witness will -be Assistant Seere 
of the Army Edward A. Bacon, who will highlight the requirements 
of the Army. The budget message includes a request for $325 mil- 
lion for Army military.construction. ~This:compares to a zero appro- 
priation in fiscal year 1957, when funds in the amount of $202 million 
were made available by ‘transfer from the Army stock fund. The 
House committee has recommended.an appropriation of $305 million, 
a reduetion under the estimate of $20 million. 
We are glad to welcome. you before the committee, Secretary Bacon, 
ou may insert your prepared statement.in the record and highlight 
the program, if you so desire. , 
Mr.'Bacon. I prefer to highlight it, with the view of saving your 
time, sir. I want to express my appreciation at being permitted to 
appear here to o the Army presentation in support of the appro- 
riation for “Miftary construction, Army,” for the fiscal year 1958, 
ollowing the review im the executive branch, the President has ree- 
ommended an appropriation of $325 million for this important activity, 


FUNDING PLAN 


These new appropriations, when added to our uncommitted ayail- 
able appropriation carryover, will permit us to support a funding 
plan totaling $373,789,000 of authorization. 

So far as the projects covered by the requested appropriations are 
concerned, Brig. Gen. W. R. Shuler, who follows me, will present full 
details to the committee. _ I will limit myself to a few comments on 
some of the major projects or groups of projecis included within this 
request. 


CONSTRUCTION OF TACTICAL ANTIAIRCRAFT FACILITIES 


First of all is an increment of $125 million for the ‘continuation of 
construction aad improvement of tactical antiaircraft facilities. 
These facilities are basically for the construction of new installations 
and improvements to existing ‘installations necessary for the tactical 
defense of key cities, bases, and industrial centers in the continental 
United States and a limited amount of construction of similar facilities 
at military bases overseas. 

Next is the sum of $60,200,000, 16.2 percent of the total requests 
for construction, to provide additional troop and family housing. 


ARMY AVIATION FACILITIES 


The next mages area is that of Army aviation, This year we are 


asking approval of this committee to construct facilities estimated at 
$26.4 millions. The amount included in the fiscal year 1958 ap- 
propriation request will provide facilities at 19 permanent Amy 
installations. 

Now,. there are two stations in this year’s program for which the 
Army is lending increased emphasis as compared to previous yeals. 
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These stations, in direct support of the guided-missile development 
and. training fields, are White Sands Proving Ground, N. Mex., and 
Fort Bliss, Tex. ) 

At White Sands Proving Ground, we are asking your approval of 
construction estimated at 16.5 millions of dollars. White Sands 
Proving Ground is the only guided-missile proving ground in the 
United States offering an instrumented land range of 90 miles, with 
jand recovery of fired missiles. As such, it supports guided-missile 
research and development projects for the Navy and Air Force as well 
as Army programs. 

_ The second station which I mentioned, Fort Bliss, Tex., has the 
mission of administering, coordinating, and operating the United 
States Army Guided Missiles Center and the United States Army 
Training Center located basically. at McGregor range. 

Chairman Haypen. How far is Fort Bliss from White Sands? 

Mr: Bacon. What would you say, in mileage? 

General SHuter. About 70 miles, 

Mr. Bacon. The General says about 70 miles, sir. 

Our specialists in the Nike defense system. are trained at Fort Bliss. 
This year the Department of the Army is proposing construction both 
at Fort, Bliss proper and at McGregor range estimated at $7.7 million. 
. The program before you is a minimum essential increment in the 
forward construction needs of the Army. General Shuler will follow 
me with a more detailed presentation of the problem. 

Thank you very much. 


PROGRAM AND PREPARED STATEMENT 
Miurrary ConstTruction, ARMY 


Program and financing 


1956 actual 

Program by activities: 
1, Construction of continental United States installations_| $312, 251, 470 
2. Construction of overseas installations._...............-- 124, 538, 504 
nee PRM! Ui. od ek UW LL 10, 164, 671 
4, Acquisition of real estate.............-..--.2--.----2-.- 6, 350, 750 


5, Capehart housing and other costs....................--- 
6. Minor construction 


Total obligations............-..-..-++--1--+--+.--+-4 


Comparative transfer from ‘‘Goods and services provided 
the Federal Republic of Germany and the Berlin 
ll i a cn eal El cial al iil 
Unobligated balance brought forward_._...............-_- 
Unobligated balance transferred from: 
**Procurement and Production, Army”’ (69 Stat. 450)_. 
“Army stock fund” (70 Stat. 680)....-....-....-4..-.-]..-..--.--..-» 
Unobligated balance carried forward_-_..............-...-- 
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Starement By Epwarp A. Bacon, Deputy Assistant SECRETARY OF THE 
Army (CMA) on Muurrary Construction ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a distinct pleasure and a 
privilege for me to appear before your committee today to open the Army pres- 
entation in support of the appropriation, “Military construction, Army,” for the 
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fiscal year 1958. Following the review in the executive branch, the President has 
recommended an appropriation of $325 million for this important activity. It jg 
our purpose to demonstrate to you the necessity for this appropriation th 

full explanation of the needs it will serve. These new appropriations when added 
to our uncommitted available appropriation carryover, will permit us to su 

a funding plan totaling $373,789,000 of authorization. This program di 
generally into $272.3 million for work in the continental United States; $81. 
million for overseas construction; and $19.7 million which is applicable world. 
wide. I am convinced that this program is both modest and minimal and that 
it is commensurate with the national economy. 

This committee is aware, I believe, that the Army manages its operations 
through primary programs each related to one major grouping of our work. Threg 
of these—the personnel, materiel, and installations programs—are controlling 
programs. They represent the basic elements of the military structure— 
materiel, and bases. The other programs, one of which is the construction pro. 
gram, support these three. The program system thus is a coordinated means of 
meeting the Army mission most efficiently and economically. 

The thought which I wish to emphasize here is that Sp development and 
execution must be consistent in coverage and timing. he construction p 
on less than any other, must keep abreast of the needs of all the other. programs, 
or wasteful imbalance results. 

The construction program may be divided into 2 genera] parts, 1 which provides 
for the permanent plant of the Army and the other which meets the needs of 
specific missions, some of limited duration. The Nike program and facilities in 
satan overseas areas are typical of the “specific mission’’ type of construction 
needs. 

Construction planning begins with installation needs, reflected by master 
planning applied to the strength and mission of an installation projected as far 
into the future as is practicable. Careful analysis of existing and required 
facilities is made. Uniform allowances of space and quality are prescribed for the 
provision of new facilities. The priorities of projects are established in the light 
of operational requirements and relative urgencies of overall program demands, 

Within this concept, the completion of the Army’s permanent plant for phase 
I is planned over a 20-year period beginning in fiscal year 1954. At the present 
time we are limiting our construction planning for permanent facilities to phase I, 
or 650,000 men stationed at our permanent Army installations. 

Although this is our goal, the limitation of funds since 1954, has prevented 
giving the permanent plant its fair share since specific mission requirements have 
often been of higher priority. 

In the first 4 years of construction toward this phase I goal, we have fallen 
short of our objective by a total of $329 million. ased upon the total require- 
ments, after taking into consideration existing permanent assets, an annual inere- 
ment of $230 million in new construction starts is required in order to meet our 
objective by 1974. Because of the necessity and overriding priority of specific 
mission assignments it is necessary in fiscal year 1958 to again reduce the annual 
pee of permanent plant below the $230 million objective to a level of $140 
thillion. 

So far as the projects covered by the requested appropriation are concerned, 
Brig. Gen. W. R. Shuler who follows me will present full details to the committee, 
I will limit myself to a few comments on some of the major projects or groups of 
proiects included within this request. 

First of all is an increment of $125 million for the continuation of construction 
and improvement of tactical antiaircraft facilities. These facilities are basically 
for the construction of new installations and improvements to existing ins 
tions necessary for the tactical defense of key cities, bases and industrial centers 
in the continental United States; and a limited amount of construction of similar 
facilities at military bases overseas. Due to the classified nature of this request 
the details and the scope of the work to be constructed will be covered in more 
detail later on during these hearings. 

Next is the sum of $60.2 million or 16.2 percent of the total request for con- 
struction to provide additional troop and family housing. The projects inel 
in this appropriation request would provide 14,008 permanent enlisted-men spaces 
with supporting messes, administration and supply buildings; 467 permanent 
spaces for bachelor-officers quarters; and 415 units of family housing. 1 
phase of our annual construction program is extremely important. Our ability 
to retain trained, qualified personnel within the Army is dependent to a large 
measure upon the availability of suitable living accommodations for person 
and their dependents. A great many of our personnel at the present time are 
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in. outmoded, high-maintenance-cost, World War II facilities.. These 
jlities for the most part have mat passed their normal life expectancy. We 
must continue to press for improved living conditions. 

This brings us to the critical subject of family housing. I do not need to 
| remind this committee of the importance of the need. It has been presented 
| to you before. You have the overall interest of the Army and the Nation at 
: heart and appreciate better than those Jess informed the problem we face. I 
assure you that the need for adequate housing for Army families and the attend- 
ant effect on Army morale occupies a major share of the concern of the Secretary 
of the Army, myself, the Chief of Staff, and major commanders throughout the 

d 


The Army is doing its best to utilize the four sources available to it. Appro- 
priated funds are used to build housing at small isolated stations and high costs 
areas. Leasing is used for temporary requirements such as those for antiair- 
eraft units. or temporary base-rights areas overseas we are extracting the 
maximum, possible from the transfer of surplus agricultural commodities to for- 
eign governments in return for housing; and finally for the bulk of the require- 
ment in the continental United States, Territories, and possessions, we are rely- 
ing on the Capehart Act. In computing our requirements for family housing 
in the continental United States, the Army considers all existing adequate com- 
munity housing in the immediate vicinity of installations as an asset. There- 
fore, the family housing planned for construction on an Army installation are 
only that number of units which cannot be furnished by existing Army assets 
or adequate community housing in the’ area. 

Funds requested for fiscal year 1958, in addition to the 415 units of appropri- 
ated-fund housing, include a request of $4 million for off-site utilities in support 
of planned Capehart housing. As of August 1, 1957, we have placed under con- 
tract 13,982 family housing units under the Capehart plan. A major delaying 
factor in the Capehart program has been the tight mortgage money market which 
has prevented otherwise successful bidders from going through with the projects. 

The next major area I should like to discuss is that of Army aviation. This 

r we are asking approval of this committee to construct facilities estimated at 
6.4 million. For the past 2 years we have assigned a high priority to this type 
of work. The amount included in the fiscal year 1958 appropriation request 
will provide facilities at 19 permanent Army installations. 

ere are two stations. in this year’s program for which the Army is lending in- 
creased emphasis as compared to previous years. These stations, in direct sup- 
port of the guided missile development and training fields, are White Sands 
ving Ground, N. Mex., and Ft. Bliss, Tex. At White Sands Proving Ground 
we are asking your approval of construction estimated at $16.5 million. White 
ds Proving Ground is the only guided missile proving ground in the United 
States offering an instrumented land range of 90 miles with land recovery of fired 
missiles. The Department of Defense, in order to provide maximum utilization 
of the range for projects of the three military services which require flight testing 
under these precise conditions, has designated White Sands as an integrated range 
under Army management and operation. As such, it supports guided missile 
research and development projects for the Navy and Air Force as well as Army 
programs. The interservice benefits resulting from this arrangement are most 
significant in planning the construction and instrumentation of the White Sands 
Range and supporting facilities. 

The second station which I mentioned—Fort Bliss, Tex.—has the mission of 
administering, coordinating, and operating the. United States Army Guided 
Missiles Center and the United States Army Training Center located basically 
at McGregor Range. Our specialists to man and operate our Nike defense 
system are trained at Fort Bliss. At McGregor Range, initial and annual firing 
practice is conducted. This year the Department of the Army is proposing con- 
struction both at Fort Bliss proper and at McGregor Range estimated at $7.7 
hillion. I cannot overemphasize the importance of these two install tions. 

The major elements of the program that I have just covered constitute $238.6 
on- million or 64.0 percent of the $373.8 million. I have merely touched on these 
ded ms to lend emphasis to their importance. The balance of the program or 
vce8 $135.2 million is for other essential construction of facilities including $24.4 
ent million for classified facilities both in the continental United States and temporary 
his base-rights areas overseas necessary to the accomplishment of the Army’s missions 
lity worldwide. 
urge The program before you is a minimum essential increment in the forward 
‘onstruction needs of the Army. I cannot maintain that this program is balanced. 

program is lacking in support-type facilities for our permanent barracks 
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included in the request. This imbalance is basically caused ‘by overriding prior. 
ties for tactical defense and for mission-type requirements in temporary bags. 
rights areas Overseas as well as by budgetary limitations. : 
General Shuler will follow me with a more detailed presentation of the 
However, I shall be happy to answer any questions you may have, or at try, 


TOTAL FUND AVAILABILITY 


General Sauter. Mr. Chairman, for the fiscal year 1958 the 

is requesting appropriations of $325 million which, when added to an 
uncommitted fiscal year 1957 balance of $36 million, will create 
total fund availability of $361 million for new construction starts 
during fiseal year 1958. These moneys would be applied against g 
funding plan totaling $373,789,000 of authorization. This i 
plan, copies of which have been furnished the committee, is compri 
of $297,039,000 in new authorization ; $12,625,000 of prior authoriza- 
tion to be reprogramed against fiscal year 1958 familv housing require. 
ments in accordance with section 413 of H. R. 8240; $19,622,000 in 
general authorization required during fiscal year 1958; and $44,503,000 
of prior specific project authorization which we plan to place in 
execution in fiscal year 1958. 


BUDGET PROCESS 


The fiscal year 1958 ‘military construction, Army program—! am 
on page 2, Mr. Chairman—has undergone numerous exhaustivé 
reviews. The individual project submissions were received from 
field agencies by the Department of the Army Staff in May 1956; after 
having been reviewed at all echelons of command starting at installa 
tion level. The cost estimates of the individual projects were deveél- 
oped by the district and division engineer field offices in February 
1956, and subsequently adjusted in December 1956, on the basis of 
more refined drawings. vow, 

After detailed project-by-project reviews within the Army Staff the 
program was submitted to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Prop- 
erties and Installations) on September 1, 1956. Then followed de- 
tailed line item reviews within the Department of Defense and by the 
Bureau of the Budget. Final decision by the Bureau of the Budget 
on the new authorization part of the program was announced on 
April 26, 1957. It was not until June 24, 1957 that the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Department of Defense announced limits prescribed 
for new appropriations and funding for fiscal year 1958. 

We feel, Mr. Chairman, that this program is minimal, it has been 
developed under the most austere conditions, and is consistent with 
the Nation’s economy. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 


I would like to file the remainder of my statement, Mr. Chairman, 
with your permission, and now I would like to break down the program 
into its major components, so that the committee can get the feel of 
what the funding plan consists of, sir. 

Chairman Haypren. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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§raTEMENT BY Bric. Gen. Witu1amM R. Sauter, Carer, Construction Diyi- 
_gion—Orrice Deryty Carer or Starr ror Locistics on Minitary Con- 
sTRUCTION ARMY 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, for fiscal year 1958 the Army is ae appro- 
tions of $325 million which when added to an uncommitted 1 year 1957 
ce of $36 million, will create a total fund availability of $361 million for new 
gonstruction starts during ‘fiscal year 1958. These moneys would be applied 
against a er totaling $373,789,000 of authorization. This ae 
of which have been furnished the committee, is comprised of $297,039,000 
jn new authorization; $12,625,000 of prior authorization to be reprogramed against 
fiscal year 1958 cateaneant requirements in accordance with section 413 of 
H. R. 8240; $19,622,000 in general authorization required during fiseal year 1958; 
and $44,503,000 of prior specific project authorization which we plan to place in 
execution in fiscal year 1958. 

I will present a general review of the Army’s programing and planning system, 
aresume of the development of the fiscal year 1958 military construction program 
the fiscal position of the appropriation, a brief of the major components included 
in the program, followed by detailed justification of each line item. 

The Bapartsect of the Army planning system for construction is predicated on 
construction under three separate conditions. These are: Permanent-tvpe 
facilities in support of the long-range permanent Army strength, and modified 
emergency type, and temporary-type construction, used to meet interim and 
mobilization requirements, respectively. With the exception of facilities for 
Nike installations and for temporary base-rights overseas areas, practically all the 
appropriations requested are for permanent construction at permanent Army 
stations. 

The fiscal year 1958 ary construction, Army program, has undergone 
numerous exhaustive reviews. he individual project submissions were received 
from field agencies by the Department of the Army Staff in May 1956, after 
having been reviewed at all echelons of command starting at installation level. 
The cost estimates of the individual projects were developed by the district 
and division engineer field offices in February 1956, and su sequently adjusted 
in December 1956 on the basis of more refined drawings. After detailed project- 
by-project reviews within the Army Staff the program was su>mitted to the 
iecstant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) on Septem‘er 1, 1956. 
Then followed detailed line item reviews within the Department of Defense and 

the Bureau of the Budget. Final decision by the Bureau of the Budget on 
new authorization part of the program was announced on April 26, 1957. It 
was not until June 24, 1957, that the Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
of Defense announced the limits prescri»ed for new appropriations and funding 
forfiscal year 1958. We consider that this program is minimal, has been developed 
wider the most austere conditions, and is consistent with the Nation’s economy. 

We are continuing to use the authority granted us by Congress to strengthen 
our forward planning. Installations master plans and long-range construction 
programs are under continuing refinement. There now exists greater clarity 
and accuracy in the projection of construction needs than ever before. In the 
field of advan’e design, improvements in recent years are being extended. Prac- 
tically all of the projects in the program before you have been Tesigned at least to 
the preliminary stage and we are now proceeding with final design on many of the 
projects for contract award commencing early in fiscal year 1958, The estimates 
df cost are based on these plans, and are as accurate as prebid estimates may 
reasonably be expected to be. 

In defining the seope of the program briefly I would like to cover the four major 
®mponents separately; that is, new authorization, the family housing repro- 
graming, the general authorization, and finally the prior authorization. 

As stated before, the new authorization included in the fiscal year 1958 Depart- 
ment of the Army funding plan totals $297,039,000. This is distributed generally 
$119,424,000 for construetion in the continental United States; $34,613,000 for 
tnstruction outside of the continental United States; and $143,002,000 for con- 
struction of classified facilities both in the continental United States and overseas. 
The extent of new authorization is predicated on the assumption that H. R. 8240 
a8 by the House, will be enacted into law. 

xclusive of the classified facilities in the program, the construction is dis- 
tributed into nine construction categories. The first of these is operational and 
taining facilities totaling $17,629,000 or 5.8 percent of the total. The second 
tategory is maintenance and production facilities totaling $24,846,000 or 8.3 
Percent of the total. Third is research and development and test facilities totaling 
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$10,849,000 or 3.7 percent of the total. Supply facilities, the fourth category’ 
totals $22,812,000 or 7.7 percent of the total. Hospital and medical facilities, the 
fifth category, totals $3,981,000 or 1.4 percent of the total. The sixth categor 
administrative facilities, totals $1,937,000 or 0.7 percent of the total. Housing 
and community facilities, the seventh category, totals $54,694,000 mostly at 
permanent stations or a total of 18.4 percent of the total. The eighth ry, 
utilities and ground improvements, totals $17,138,000 or 5.7 percent of the total, 
The last categ»ry is the real estate totaling $826,000 for fee title acquisition and. 
easements or 0.3 percent of the total. The classified element of the program, 
totaling $14?,002,000, is distributed $125,750,000 in continental United. States 
and $17,252,000 overseas. The majority of this total category, or $115 million, 
is for construction of facilities in the further development of the antiaircraft 
defense system in continental United States. free 

The second component of the funding plan is the reprograming of $12,625,000, 
in prior authorization to meet the family housing requirements scheduled. for 
fiscal year 1958. The Department of the Army requested new authorization in. 
this amount to construct 415 units of appropriated-fund family housing, distributes, 
315 units in Alaska and 100 units of family quarters in the continental United, 
States. The majority of this housing is planned for construction at Nike sites 
both in the United States and in Alaska. The House Armed Services Committee, 
in reviewing the fiscal year 1958 military me works bill, saw fit to eliminate 
the dollar amounts shown against new authorization for this requirement on the, 
basis that there exist sufficient unused prior years’ authorization for family housing 
to meet these requirements. Consequently all of the dollar amounts in the publi¢ 
works bill against family housing for the Army were deleted ; however, the require-. 
ment at the stations indicated was not deleted from the language of the bill. To 
insure that the Army is authorized to proceed, with the construction of these 415 
units of family quarters, the House amended H. R. 8240 by adding section 413 
to the bill, making available outstanding authority heretofore provided for 
family housing for the construction of family housing at installations authorized 
for construction under title I of the act. _The Department of the Army proposes 
to fund the 415 units of family quarters in fiscal year 1958. 

The third component of the funding plan, $19,622, for general authorization, 
is composed of advance design, Capehart utilities, emergency construction, and 


minor new construction. This request for funding supra is predicated on the 


best estimate available at present within budgetary limitations as to what our 
needs will be for the use of authorization granted in the general provisions of 
previous public laws. This breaks down generally, advance design, $8,222,000; 
Capehart utilities, $4 million; emergency construction, $1 million; and minor new 
construction, $6,400,000. 

The first of these general authorization items, advance design, in the amount 
of $8,222,0 0, is necessary to more efficiently prepare our programs. Through 
this medium, the program requirements for fiscal year 1959 will be developed 
through the preliminary design stage in order that good estimates may be pre- 
pared; and standard plans for repetitive type items will be developed in order 
that more consistent cost estimates may be assigned to. projects of this nature, 
We find that the advance design general provision has been a mandatory tool in 
the development of a stable construction program. 

The next element of the program is Capehart utilities in the amount of $4 
million. This was authorized under title V, section 505 of Public Law 155 of the 
82d Cong’ess. This general authority is used basically for the acquisition of 
land, site preparation, and the provision of off-site utilities. The scope of the 
work also includes demolition of existing structures, land filling, site drainage, 
grubbing, rough grading, and other such work to produce an adequate and usable 
site, and provides off-site utilities up to the project boundary of the family hous- 
ing project site. 

The next item of general authorization is that for emergency construction in the 
amount of $1 million, authorized by seciton 407 of Public Law 968. This au- 
thority permits the Army, following notification of the Armed Services Commit- 
tees of the Senate and House of Representatives, to acquire, construct, rehabili- 
tate, or install permanent or temporary public works Including site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment to restore or replace facilities damaged or 
destroyed. This authority is only used in connection with a disaster, such as 4 
fire or storm. 

The next category under general authorization is that for minor new construc- 
tion in the amount of $6,400,000. The authority for this type of work is contained 
in section 408 of Public Law 968 of the 84th Congress. This is the first year that 
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the Department of the Army has requested any military construction appropria- 
tions against this general authority. Prior to fiscal year 1958 all work of this 
nature was accomplished from the operations and maintenance appropriation of 
the Army. Effective in fiscal year 1958 the Department of the Army proposes 
to employ this authority, applying it to minor new construction costing between 
$25,000 and $200,000. Projects costing less than $25,000 will continue to be 
financed from the operations and maintenance appropriation. 

The next major component of the funding plan is that of prior specific author- 
ization. This segment of the funding plan totals $44,503,000 and is made up of 
projects specifically authorized in previous public laws. With one exception the 

jects composing this total have been approved previously by this committee 

funding; however, because of the very limited availability of funds in past 
and because of the press of projects of higher priority it has not been possible 
hor the Department of the Army to place these projects in execution. 

The one exception that I mentioned, is the proposed nuclear powerplant at 
Fort Greely, Alaska. Last year, the Congress authorized this project in the 
amount of $4,127,000, however funds were approved only in the amount of 
$1,120,000 for design and procurement of certain long lead-time items. The 
design of the proposed facility is basically complete. We find on the basis of the 
more complete technical data now available that certain additional long lead-time 

urement should be initiated prior to requesting funds for construction. 
erefore we are asking for an additional $1 million to effect such procurement in 
fiscal year 1958. We intend to request construction funds in fiscal year 1959. 

As the committee has probably noticed the format of the justification books 
has been changed from that used in recent years. Each committee member has 
before him 1 of 4 project justification books. This book is a condensed version 
of the program including station summaries and lists of projects with their scope 
and costs to be built at each installation. The other three books contain the 
detailed justification sheets for each individual line item in the program. Suffi- 
cient copies of these have been furnished to the counsel for each committee 
member if desired. The Secretary of Defense has modified and extended the 
format used by the Army in previous years, and has prescribed its use for all three 
services. The major addition appears in the installation summary sheet in the 
book before you showing the existing station inventory, the total additional 
capacity required, and the prior authorization outstanding as of the date indicated. 
Additional information peculiar to specific projects will of course be furnished 
orally to the committee during testimony to follow. With the permission of the 
committee I propose to begin the review of the program with the facilities for the 
Ordnance Corps, followed by those for the other technical services, then the 
Zone of Interior armies, and conclude with the overseas theaters. 


PERMANENT BARRACKS 


General Souter. For permanent barracks, we are asking for $40 
million, or about 11 percent of our funding plan. Those are per- 
manent barracks at our permanent stations. 

For bachelor officers’ quarters, we are asking for $3.9 million, or 
1 percent of the total funding plan. These percentages, incidentally, 
are approximate. I have not tried to figure them ani to the last 
tenth, but they give a picture of the funding plan. 

On land acquisition, the new acquisition and easement in the pro- 
gram amounts to only $300,000, and the acquisition is only for 8 
acres of land. In addition to that, we have $8 million in the funding 
plan, sir, to pay on the Okinawa land problem. 


NEW HOSPITALS 


Under new hospitals, we have 2 hospitals, 1 at Fort Lee and 1 at 
ae Meade, $6.6 million, or about 1.8 percent of the total funding 
plan. 

We have two dispensaries at $700,000 total. 

Under “welfare and morale facilities,’ we have $4.2 million, or 
about 1 percent of the total funding plan. 
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FAMILY HOUSING 


: 
; 


we have 415 units at stations where apehart is not feasible, and that 
$12.6 million, or about 3 percent of the program. 

Chairman Haypen. That is housing construction to be undertaken 
by the Army? 

General Suuter. That is right, sir. : 

Under “Research and development facilities,’ we have $109 
million, or about 2.7 percent, and as Secretary Bacon has pounien out, 
the bulk of that is at White & Sands Proving Ground. 


For family housing, that is, appropriated fund type family vine 


FALLOUT PROTECTION FOR CRITICAL INSTALLATIONS 


Under “Protective construction,” we have $2.7 million. That 
essentially, sir, is for fallout protection in some of our critical installa. 
tions, fallout protection against atomic attack. 

Senator Srennis. How much does that add to the cost of the cons 
struction, this fallout protection? 

General Suuter. Not more than about 2 to 3 percent to the cost of 
— ine It is essentially air purification and buttoning up the 

uilding 

Senator Srznnis. That 2 percent is greatly at variance with the 
figure that was given me. As I recall, it was about 7 percent. Now, 
both figures came from the Army. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. I might explain the reason for the higher 
figure. Besides the protection against fallout, there is a certain 
amount of protection for overpressures. And that would add up, 
J am sure, to the percentage given you before. 

Senator Srennis. You say this includes the idea of air conditioning; 
is that right? 

General Sauter. You would have to purify the air, sir, in order to 
get your fallout protection. 

Senator Stennis. I defended the air conditioning here yesterday, 
Mr. Chairman. But from what little I know about this, I do not 
think it is necessary to add this so-called fallout protection to these 
military buildings all over the country. I have not been sold on it, 
I do not believe it is necessary at all. 

How much of this do you have in this bill? 

General SHuuer. $2.7 million, sir, which would amount to about 
a half of 1 percent or less. 

Senator Stennis. A half of 1 percent of what? 

General Suuter. Of the total funding plan. 

Senator Stennis. I asked you how much you had in the bill for 
this purpose. In round numbers, how many dollars? 

General Suuter. $2.7 million, sir, out of the funding plan. 

Senator Srennis. And where are they located? 

I stopped on this, Mr. Chairman, because it is a new matter, and 
we might just as well look at it a little bit now. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

General Sauter. Another one is in one of the hospitals that is in 
the program and that would only be the operating part, the core of 
the hospital, and not the wings or the bed part of it. 

Senator Stennis. This is a new hospital? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Srennis. Do you plan to have all of them that way? 

General SHuter. Sir, as a general principle, we would, yes, sir. 
Because that would mean that doctors could perform operations and 
the doctors could work in there during a fallout condition. We do 
— the same treatment with the wards, and so forth, because 
we ieei——— 

Chairman Harpen. It would depend on the part of the United 
States where the hospital is located. I know in my area, in Arizona, 
we would just have to have the air conditioning. 

Senator Srennis. I was not thinking so much about the air condi- 
tioning. But if we are going into this program with a variation 
of 2 to 7 percent, I cannot understand why there is that much difference 
between the estimates. 


STRENGTHENING OF BUILDINGS TO STAND OVERPRESSURE 


General Suuter. Sir, the answer I gave on the 2 percent has to 
do with the fallout protection only. ‘The 7 percent would include 
the fallout protection and those instances where we were strengthening 
the building to stand an overpressure ot, let us say, 5 to 10 pounds 
per square inch. And we are doing very little of that in this program. 

Senator Srennis. Well, let us say then 2 percent for fallout and 
5 percent for the other type of protection, and we understand it 
better, if that is correct. When you say “fallout,” frankly I think 
that is a general term. It does not mean anything yet. And it is 
being used before committees here, and we have got to stop to examine 
to see zoe what they mean, Mr. Chairman. That is what I have 
in mind. 


DEFENSE DEPARTMENT DIRECTIVE OF JANUARY 6, 1956 


General Suuer. This is the first year, Senator Stennis, that we 
have asked for anything on protective construction, and the reason 
for asking for this, sir, is in conformance with the Department of 
Defense directive of January 6, 1956, wihch required all the services 
to study all of their weapons systems, their critical installations, and 
come in with a plan for doing a certain amount of this, sir. And I 
assure you it is not a unilateral Army proposition at all. 

Senator Stennis. I understand that. All right. We will come 
back to that. 

TACTICAL FACILITIES 


General Souter. The next category is for tactical facilities, which 
includes our Nike and Hawk, $125 million, or 33 percent of our pro- 
; $8.5 million or 2 percent is for Nike logistical support. That 
is the signal, ordnance, and engineer maintenance shops that are cen- 
trally located to perform necessary maintenance on the various Nike 
sites in the continental United States. Next is $26.4 million dollars 
for Army aviation facilities. That amounts to 7 percent of the pro- 
gram, and as the Secretary has pointed out, that includes facilities 
at. 19 of our permanent installations. $9 million for Korea, which is 
for minimum improvements to troop living conditions, to get the 
troops out of the mud and give them better sewer facilities and water 
supply facilities. 
Also $208 million for LOC France or 5.5 percent, and $21.3 million 
for utilities, which is 5.6 percent of the program. 
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Senator Stennis. What does “LOC” mean? 

General Suter. That is line of communication, sir. The logistic 
support of our troops in France and Germany; $23.4 million for 
classified items, which include the Army Security Agency, Department 
of the Army alternative headquarters, two classified overseas projects, 
Then there is $10 million for a project which is not a part of the jee 
program, but which is sponsored by the Bureau of the Budget, a 
classified project, and also the alternate joint communications center, 
All of those make up this $34.4 million. 

Then the remainer, $23.4 million, is for other miscellaneous facilities, 
6.2 percent, which includes the remainder of the permanent plant 
throughout the program. 

That, Mr. Chairman, adds up to the $373.8 million funding plan 
and gives the committee the broad pieces of the program. I stand 
prepared, sir, to answer any questions the committee has, or cer- 
tainly get them for your, sir, if I do not have them here. I have all 
the justification books available, and I can go into any project, sir. 

Chairman Haypzen. Any questions, Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. I came in a little late in the hearing, Mr, 
Chairman. I am not fully aware of the significance of this as a fund- 
ing operation. Is that a transfer of funds, or is that part of the new 
project request for 1958? 

General Suuter. This is the new budget request for 1958, sir; 
$325 million. 

Senator DworsHaxk. All new money? 

General Suuter. All new money; and that, together with our $36 
million of carryover, will carry this funding program, which is $373 
million of authorizations, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Are you coming in later with another military- 
construction bill, or does this cover everything? 

General Suuter. As far as I know, sir, this is it for this year. 

Senator DworsHak. Has this been reconsidered, following the origi- 
nal submission of these items to the Budget Bureau last December? 


BUDGET BUREAU REDUCTIONS 


General Suutur. Yes, sir. This was reviewed finally, as I recall, 
sir, sometime in June by the Bureau of the Budget, and it was reduced 
at that time by the Bureau. 

Senator DworsHak. From what to what? 

General Suuter. That was reduced by the Bureau, sir, from $372 
million to $325 million. Our original submission was $921 million, 
and that was on September 1 of 1956. That was reduced to about 
$400 million, and then to $372 million, and, finally, before it came 
over, sir, to Congress, to $325 million. 

Senator Dworsuak. Including the $36 million? 

General Sauter. The $36 million, sir, would be added to this money 
that we are talking about. 

Senator DworsHaxk. That was the carryover? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir; that was the uncommitted carryover, 
which we can do new work with. 

Senator DworsHak. In this reappraisal, have you made extensive 
changes in any particular category, or have you used a sort of overall 
reduction on this program straight across the board? 
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SPECIFIC LINE-ITEM REDUCTIONS BY BUDGET BUREAU 


General Souter. In direct answer to your question, sir, I would 
say that part of the cut was a specific line-item cut by the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of Defense. They crossed out 
specific line items. 
~ Senator Dworsuax. Are they qualified to make specific revisions 
and changes in that way? Let me just rephrase that by asking: Does 
the Budget Bureau and its personnel have qualified, trained people to 
determine which items should be continued and which should be 
rejected? 

General Suuuer. I will give you my personal opinion, sir. My 
personal opinion is that I io not feel that they do, but I do realize 
met within the budget framework, they operate to do those types of 
deletions. 

Senator DworsHak. Well, I think I can agree with the Budget 
Bureau that it has the responsibility to make the commensurate cuts 
in line with any overall budget reductions requested by the President 
or by the Secretary of Defense. But I am particularly interested in 
knowing whether, in this process, they have the authority to make the 
specific revisions, or whether they just go down across the board and 
say, “Cut 10, 20, 30, 40, or 50 percent off your total appropriation.” 

General SHULER. Sir, this happened two ways. Part of the reduc- 
tion was with the service representatives at the table arguing their 
ease and presenting additional data. And then we might retain an 
item, or they might have taken it out after they listened to every- 
thing you have to say. 

Senator Dworsuak. Representatives from the Defense Department 
father than the Budget Bureau? 

General SxuLer. From the Army, the Defense Department, and, 
the Budget, sir. However, the last cut that I cited here, sir, from 
$372 million to $325 million—I must say the Army was not consulted 
on it. They were told that these items would be taken out, and 
that was it. 

Senator DworsHax. That was what they call a straight across-the- 
board reduction. 

General SHuter. It was by line item, sir, but [ must say [ am cer- 
tain that the Department of Defense had something to say to the 
Bureau of the Budget on it, and they worked it out together. But 
we were actually called up and given the reductions and told that the 
final new appropriations to be requested was $325 million. 

Senator DworsHAk. Then the reduction was made finally to $325 
million on the basis that that would be the ceiling, and necessarily the 
various items would have to be considered in the light of that total 
amount? 

General Souter. No, sir. They actually approved each line item 
that was left to make up the $325 million. So I cannot say that we 
had much opportunity to juggle the program around, sir. 

Senator DworsnHak. In this overall reduction, it might be assumed 
that some of your essential programs are unduly curtailed, but, ap- 
parently, you have balanced one item against another and have pre- 
sented in this budget currently before the committee what you consider 
'to be the essential items? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir; I would say that is trué, sir. 
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Senator DworsHax. And this will take care of your program for 
1958 without any material impairment of your national-security 
program? 

General Sauter. Officially; yes, sir. My personal opinion, andT 
must qualify it specifically to that, is that I certainly feel we have 4 
very minimal program, less than I would like to see, since T am jp 
Staff charge of it. 

Senator Dworssak. The Secretary of Defense in conformity with 
the President’s request has been cutting out nonessentials or reduci 
the overall budget for the Defense Department and has been cutti 
the manpower and has been making revisions in the program from 
missiles to different. items, and I suppose that this could be considered 
a logical aspect of that transfer mission. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir; I would say this could be. The only 
question is, how far should you go, on construction? That is the 
only point [ am making. 

I certain feel that that is what they had in mind in revising our 
program. But I am not personally, in answer to your question, sir, 
agreeing that $325,000 is all we think we need. 

Senator DworsHaxk. But you can get along? 

General Souter. Yes, sir. 


RESTORATION OF HOUSE CUT 


Chairman Haypen. The budget estimate is $325 million. The 
House action has allowed, according to my information, $305 million; 
Do you intend to make a reclama for the difference? 

General Moore. Mr. Chairman, I bave posed that question to the 
Secretary of Defense, and I hope to inform the committee by noon 
with respect to the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 


CONSTRUCTION OF HOUSES ABROAD 


Senator ELtenpEerR. Mr. Chairman? 

There is one question I would like to ask and it is this: In your 
plans to construct various facilities abroad, what effort if any has 
been made to utilize local currency funds, for the construction of 
houses or things of that kind? 

General Spur. Senator Ellender, the entire family housing in the 
temporary base rights areas, any overseas areas other than Hawaii, 
Alaska, our possessions—the policy is to do them all with surplus 
commodity funds. And that is what we have been doing, and we have 
not attempted, even, to ask for any appropriated funds for that 
purpose. 

Senator ELLenpER. Have you any money at all in this bill in order 
to earry out projects similar to that which you construct under 
Public Law 480 funds or any other surplus funds or credits which you 
have abroad? 


POSSIBILITY OF USE OF COUNTERPART FUNDS 


General Suuter. No, sir. However, to be verv fair with vour 
question, we are looking into the possibility, by direction of the 
House Appropriations Committee, of the use of counterpart funds 
in those countries where it may be possible to procure local materials 
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for the jobs. And we intend to try to do something about that in 
fiscal year 1959. But the committee has agreed with our plea that 
we not be placed in that position in fiscal year 1958, because we just 
won’t get the construction done. It just doesn’t work that fast, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. What attempt, if any, has been made to 
utilize these funds in order to construct buildings, et cetera, other than 
living quarters for our Armed Forces abroad? 

General Suuter. The only attempt, sir, is in connection with the 
counterpart funds, and I think I am right, though I will have to 
check it, that the State Department controls the use of those funds. 
Naturally, in the timing of trying to get them for construction in any 
fiscal year, we have had some difficulty. 

Senator ELLeNpER. To what extent do you coordinate your efforts 
with the State Department? It strikes me that every effort should 
be made. Because those funds are there, they ought to be utilized, 
and the cash saved on this end of the line. 

General SHuter. Sir, we have tried in the past, and we have been 
told in the past when we did try—I think 2 years ago I can recall 
several instances where we were told there were no funds available for 
the construction program. In other words, the funds were committed 
and earmarked for other purposes. 

Senator HLLenpER. Well, are your efforts made each year and at 
every opportunity, when you have these construction jobs going on 
abroad? 

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT DIRECTIVE 


General SHuLeR. They were not made this year, sir, but they will 
be made starting next year, because we have a directive in the com- 
mittee report from the House Appropriations Committee to so do. 

Senator E.tenppr. Then, since there are not funds included for 
home construction abroad, it logically follows that any projects that 
are constructed with funds from Public Law 480 or anything else that 
you have abroad is in addition to the sums you are requesting here? 

General Souter. That is right, sir. 


OBJECTION BY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Senator Sapnnis. I have been told, General Shuler, that the De- 
partment of Agriculture had objected to your use of these commodi- 
ties for this construction over there on the grounds that they did not 
get the proper credit. Now, I do not state that as a fact. But have 
you run across anything like that? 

General Suuuer. Sir, I have never heard of that. I must say that 
we have constructed or we are constructing several housing projects 
i Overseas areas with surplus commodity funds, and I just do not 
have any knowledge of such a complaint. 

Senator SreNNts. Well, we may need an amendment in the law to 
see that they get the proper credit for it—the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. And I know it is just like pulling teeth in the beginning 
to get this program started. Is that not right, General? There was 
apposition from the State Department? 

General Suu.er. That is right on counterpart funds, and perhaps 
even on surplus commodity funds in the beginning. 
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Senator Srennts. There was opposition from some of the Services, 


as I was told, and from the Department of Agriculture in the begin. 


ning of this program. 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. We tried very diligently to use thege 
funds, and we ran into stone walls for a while. 

Senator Srennis. I think the Senator from Louisiana was perhaps 
very instrumental in initiating the program, and perhaps the Senator 
from Minnesota, too. 

Senator ELLENDER. Opposition from whom? 

General SuuterR. From those who control them. 

Senator THyr. Could you be more specific? Because that would 
enable use to move in and say, “We are not getting proper coopera- 
tion.” 

Senator Srrnnis. This was 3 or 4 years ago, Mr. Chairman, that 
I was alluding to, and I think it has loosened up considerably, and 
there is much more of a green light on it now. 

General Suuter. That is right. 

Senator Ertenper. I know, Senator Stennis, there was quite a bit 
of objection from the Members of Congress to the utilization of these 
funds unless the Agriculture Department got credit. Now, there is 
no doubt about that. And it is just a matter of bookkeeping insofar 
as the Department of Agriculture is concerned to charge these amounts 
to Army or Navy. 

Senator Srennis. If these was an obstacle, I wanted to tell him 
to tell you, so that vou could get it removed, vou being on that 
committee. 

COUNTRIES INVOLVED 


Senator Tuyr. I would like to know what countries are involved 
here where you would be using the funds that would be accumulated 
from transactions under Public Law 480. 

General SHuter. We furnished that exact data for the House 
Appropriations Committee; the countries involved are France, Ger- 
many, Japan and Italy. From my memory, and, of course, this only 
includes countries that furnish the bricks and mortar and stuff that 
go into the building. France was one of them that I know of. 

Senator Toyz. England? 

General Sauter. We do not have any construction there. 

But take Korea, I doubt very much if that could be worked there 
at all, because there is no local material. 

Senator Tuyr. That is what led me to ask the question. 

The Hawaiian Islands would not be in question. The Philippines 
would not be in question. Okinawa would not be in question. 

You would have to get back to Europe. Spain should be one area, 

General SHuter. Yes. We have no construction there. 

Senator Toyz. You have no housing construction, but do you have 
military construction? 

General Suuter. We do not have it, sir. The Army does not ask 
for the money for it. 

Senator ELLeNDER. But I ran across some instances where we sold 
Public Law 480 goods, let us say, in Finland, and Finland furnishes 
lumber to build houses in Italy. 

General Souter. Yes. That is a possibility. 

I would like to say one thing for the record. 
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The Army desires to use other than appropriated funds wherever 
ible for this overseas construction. But we must assure ourselves 
that we can get those funds in a timely fashion and get our construc- 
tion done without long yearly delays. That is our difficulty. That is 
what we have run into. 

Senator ELLenpER. Mr. Chairman, in the light of that, I think it 
isincumbent to call some member from the Department of Agriculture 
here. Why in the world should we not use these credits for that 
purpose? We ought to do it. And we adopted the conference 
report on Public Law 480 yesterday, and that means a further sale 
abroad of a billion dollars’ worth of commodities. And there is no 
sinse in our continuing to appropriate dollars when we could use those: 
credits for this purpose. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I certainly agree with the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 FUNDS 


Senator THyr. The Senator from Louisiana just referred to Public 
Law 480. Looking at the record, the total under Public Law 480, 
tile I, from the years of 1955 through 1957, in the categories of 
soybeans, cottonseed, and lard, you had a total in those three items: 
in dollars as follows: Soybean oil, $123,678,000; cottonseed oil, 
$69,576,000; and lard $23,026,000. 

Now, those are just three items. And I could go on and enumer- 
ate butter and powdered milk and peanuts and other products, you 
see, that went into the program. So there is a tremendous amount 
of cash going into that program, which is creating a fund over there 
that we could draw on if we have the right kind of cooperation. 
And we must establish the right kind of cooperation. If we are not 
getting it, we had better get to the bottom of it. 

General SHuter. Of course, there is one thing, sir. The construc- 
tion program is but one of the many requirements against that amount 
of money, and probably one of the smallest, I would say. 

Senator Ture. I will grant you that. 

Senator Stennis. I think the Military is trying to do a good job. 
on this matter, and they have for a good long while. I know former 
Assistant Secretary Floete was quite instrumental, and the services 
themselves have been cooperating. But they have had plenty of ob- 
stacles in their path. And I wish you would have a roundrobin here. 

Chairman HaypeEn. The suggestion has been made that some qual- 
ified person from the Department of Agriculture be asked to come 
before the committee. If we could determine who that is, I would 
be very glad to ask him to appear. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I will supply the name, Senator. 

(See testimony of Gwynn Garnett on p. 445.) 

Senator Stennis. May I ask just a few questions now of the 
General? 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, let me make this general state- 
ment to the committee. 

This Army presentation, here, is highly condensed and in very good 
form indeed. General Shuler, here, is a very accomplished officer. 
And I could ask him a lot of questions, here. 
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The reason I bring this up: When the witnesses go out, some of 
yon turn to us, on Armed Services, and say: “‘What about this, and 

ave you been over this program, and what do you think?” 

There are a great number of these items here that I could ask a lot 
of questions about, and one or two of them I might think the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff were putting too much money in. But that is pri- 
marily a military question. I do not want to pass up this chance to 
question the general. I have been over all of these items with him 
this year. $292 million out of the $297 million of new money that 
he is asking for here has been before our subcommittee this year, 
And he has gone into all of it thoroughly. And I think that the Army 
has already been hit some terrific blows in these reductions. This jg 
down to the hard muscle and bone, these figures here, most of them, 

You might argue about the advisability of some weapons, but 
assune you are going to have these items. It is already cut down to 
the low point. 

I do have one or two more questions, though, and I am glad we 
developed this building program through these agricultural commod- 
ities, but I ask the question here about the added cost of these buildings 
on account of building against fallouts, and all, because I think it is 
so highly uncertain as yet whether that is going to be a permanent 
problem, and how much of a problem it is going to be, so that we 
should not launch into a big program of building against it. 


FALLOUT PROTECTION 


And I had this come to my attention. There was an Army building 
that is not in this bill that is going to cost about $29 per square foot, 
Well, just to a layman, that shocked me. I inquired about a com- 
parable building that has been built by private owners, and the figure 
was $12 or $14 a square foot for a very good building. Well, when 
I asked for an explanation of the difference in cost, I was told, “‘ Well, 
we have got to have this fallout protection.” And that was about 
all I was told then. But I was told it would cost about 7 percent 
additional, on closer questioning. And then they came in with the 
question about communications being added, and that was an added 
cost. But just frankly, and with all deference, it just left me not 
knowing what to believe, sometimes, on some of these buildings, 
from a unit-cost basis. 

And that is why I challenge this fallout idea. We should not just 
launch out saying, ‘““‘We have got to have this added cost because of 
the fallout.’’ I think we have just got to learn more about it, and we 
pare got to know more before we approve a general program along 
this line. 

I think that a great many of these matters under these construc- 
tion programs could be reduced with a little more austerity, although 
they have mighty good reasons too, in a way, for getting the extra- 
cost building. 

You have a very small amount in here now that is going to be 
devoted to that use, and that is special for communications, I believe 
you say, and some hazard hospital operating rooms. Well, I would 
not object to that. But my position generally would be, before we 
go into this on any scale at all, we ought to know more about it. 

I do not believe we have any authorizations in at this time. The 
new authorization bill will be a very slight difference, if any. 
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It will go into the general cost, Mr. Chairman, and would not have 
to be expressed as an item. It would just go into the general cost 
of the building. 


COST OF FALLOUT PROTECTION 


Senator Ropertson. About how much is this fallout protection 

ing to cost? 

Senator Stennis. It varies. The estimate of the general was 2 

recent, and another estimate was 7 percent. 

Senator Rosertson. How much in dollars? 

Senator Stennis. Well, 7 percent of the cost of the building as 
against 2 percent. 

General SuuLer. The amount in this entire program, and I mean 
the $373 million funding plan, is $2.7 million. 

Senator Ropertson. Is that for fallout? 

General Suter. It is for fallout, and in some instances for strength- 
ening the building for overpressure. 

Senator ELLENDER. For what? 

General SHu.er. For overpressure, blast. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where are those buildings constructed? 

General Suuer. Sir, they are in various locations. 

Senator ELLENDER., You mean in our own country? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. Most of them are similar to signal-type 
facilities where we feel we have to keep operating during a possible 
atomic attack. 

Senator ELtpenpER. Are you under a limitation as to the amount 
to be spent per unit? 

General SHuterR. No, sir. The amount to be spent per unit 
depends, sir, on the cost of purifying the air so that you do not have 
the fallout condition, and, depending on where the building is and 
how much blast you want to protect it from. 

Senator ELLeNpeR. What answer can you give us respecting the 
question just put before this committee by Senator Stennis, in that 
he says he does not understand why it is that private industry can 
build houses at $14 to $15 per square foot, when yours cost $29? 

Senator Stennis. There were additional items of this fallout as 
given to me and also communications in that building that were special, 
that is, there had to be an inlet and outlet, too, for special communica- 
tions, 

Senator Tuy. Might I have just a little more clarification on that? 

Is this for Signal Corps installations that would have to operate 
m the event of an attack? 

General SHuuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Toye. That is what you are now specifically referring to 
as the additional cost, because you are trying to construct something 
that will physically protect the personnel that would be there oper- 
ating signal communication lines and radar, or whatever was installed. 

General SHuter. To a degree. You cannot ever hope to protect 
them a hundred percent, but to a degree. 


OPBRATIVNAL BUILDINGS 


Senator Taye. This is for operational buildings? 
General Souter. Operating buildings; yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLENDER. It does not, include homes? 

General SHuter. No; it is not houses, not barracks. | It is operati 
buildings that we feel must be kept in operation during’ a possible 
attack. 

Senator ELLEnpER. I am sorry; I did not get the import of his 
question there. 

General SHutmr. May I answer his question now, sir? 

Senator ExLenprER: I wish you would, in relation to the construe. 
tion of ordinary buildings for living quarters as contrasted to the 
cost of living quarters put up for the people of the country. 


BUILDING COST PER SQUARE FOOT 


General Suuter. I believe that our range runs from about $6 4 
square foot for a large warehouse, which is, as you know, a rather 
simple structure, up to around $35 a square foot for the most expensiye 
building I can think of. Now, the building that Senator Stennis js 
referring to, without naming it, has the features as he described. It 
has some overpressure protection; that is, trom blast. Not too much, 
I believe it is about 10 pounds per square inch. It has fallout protee- 
tion, so that the people can operate in there during a possible atomic 
attack. 

Now, it is true that the building is located away from possible 
targets. But the point is that, if fallout drifts down there, that is 
what the protection is for. Now, in addition to that, as Senator 
Stennis points out, it has pretty complicated utilities. Those are the: 
reasons why the cost is $29 a square foot. I do not argue with Senator 
Stennis a minute that a commercial operator or a contractor could not 


construct possibly a similar building maybe cheaper. I cannot argue 
that point, sir. Maybe that is true. 


COST OF FAMILY HOUSING 


Senator ELLENDER. Let us take the case of an ordinary home that 
you build for an officer out there, a house. How does that compare 
with private industry? 

General Suuter. Well, I feel, sir, that we compare fairly closely 
with private industry on our houses. Because you can go back to 
the Wherry house, which was around $9,000 a unit, and then you 
come up to the Capehart house under the first act, which was $13,500 
average, and then they allowed us to go to $16,500 average. Those 
averages include everyone from a corporal with 7 years’ service up 
through a general. And then the MCA limitations as the Senator 
knows, start in at $12,000 to the 5-foot line for noncommissioned 
officers, and run up the grades, $14,000, $16,000, $18,000, $20,000. 

The house I am living in, and I am certainly not a rich man— 
I should not divulge this price, or I won’t be able to sell it when 
I move—cost me $25,500. And it is just a medium-price house. 
I really honestly feel, sir, on family housing, we are pretty close in line. 

Senator Stennis. I believe the general is correct about that, too. 
Now, they pay 7% percent over plus or charge to the United States 
engineers. Is that not correct? About 7% percent. That is really 
to another part of Government. It helps pay the operating expenses. 

General Suuter. That is right. Design and supervision of the 
construction. 
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AIRFIELD AND HELIPORT FACILITIES 


Senator Srennis. Here is $28 million for essential airfield and 
heliport facilities at major installations throughout the United States 
and overseas to support the Army’s aviation program. Now, that 
might not be fully understood or might be criticized, and that is why 
I mention it now. 

From what little I know about it, I think it is fully justified’and is 
an essential part of the present-day program of the Army, even at 
the expense of being accused of building up an air force of their own. 
In this modern plan for ground battle, | have demonstrated just how 
much these little helicopters and these Jittle planes that fly around do: 
They must have those facilities, and they are even going to have to 
have them for reserve, as I see it, and they are going to have to have 
more of them. I think that is a very modest figure. 

Senator ELLENDER. What did that supplant? All of these heli- 
copters. 

Senator Stennis. It is more or less an addition, as I understand it. 
Let the general say a word or two on that, Senator. 

General SHuter. Of course, this is one of our very high priority 
categories in this year’s program. ‘These are facilities to support the 
helicopter and light aircraft that the Army has assigned under its 
mission. This is a buildup, sir. We did not have many of these, as 
the Senator refers to, before, but these are now required at permanent 
Army bases. We have surveyed every possibility of using Air Force 
stations, but they are not compatible, sir. You cannot mix these 
aircraft with the fast jets and the heavy aircraft of the Air Force. 
And so these are, as Senator Stennis points out, extremely important 
to us in our combat missions, and they are facilities needed to train 
these units and operate them with the divisions, 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, did you use jeeps and vehicles? 

General Souter. You mean under the old reconnaissance? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

General SHuLER. Oh, yes. First we used horses, and then we used 
tanks, and so forth. 

Senator ELtenper. In the light of this new addition, to what 
extent are you curtailing the use of jeeps and things like that? That 
is the point I wanted to make. 


SURVEILLANCE AND BATTLEFIELD RECONNAISSANCE 


General Suuter. It is just like guided missiles supplanting the 
conventional artillery. We are building one up and, as it replaces it, 
the other will be cut down. The same thing on this proposition. 
Where we can use these aircraft for surveillance, battlefield recon- 
naissance, and so on, we won’t use so much of the other. I do not 
er when the old will be cut out, but we will certainly not need as 
much. 


Senator ELLENDER. Are you making any request in this appro- 
priation for moneys to operate antiaircraft batteries abroad? 

General SHuter. There is no money in this bill for construction 
for any antiaircraft other than Nike, Hawk, and building the missile 
masters, for that system. 





258 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Senator ELLenper. In other words, as stated before this com- 
mittee previously that form of protection is now obsolete and is being 
supplanted. 

General SHuusr. Being phased out as rapidly as we can. 


TROOP HOUSING IN KOREA 


Senator Stennis. This $9 million for troop housing in Korea is long 
overdue, and I think we ought to include it, even if we move out of 
there next year. And I am not suggesting we move out. Because it 
has been neglected, and we made an exception in that case and 
approved the whole amount. 

I believe there is one item here. This $9 million includes part for 
land acquisition. Will you give us a little word on that? Because 
that has always seemed rather high, and I understand it is very 
uncertain over there politically. 

Would you just give us something on that? 

General SHuLer. Senator Stennis, the Congress authorized, in fiscal 
year 1956, $30,485,760 to make payments on an acreage that amounted 
to 52,088 acres. Now, included to be done within that money, 
however, was a small amount of resettlement, where the natives were 
moved down to islands a little south of Okinawa. 


PRICE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Mr. Vinson appointed a committee known as the Price committee, 
who went over there. They wrote a very comprehensive report 
recommending what should be done on carrying out this payment, 
The Army is under instructions to report periodically to that com- 
mittee, and we have rendered our first report. 

And the point that I am sure Mr. Stennis wants made is that 
whereas we had hoped to pay off this $30 million in fiscal year 1957 
and fiscal year 1958, we were not able to get into the funding plan this 
year all of the $18 million remaining to be paid to clean up this author- 
ization. We were only able to get in $8 million. 

I was informed just a while ago by General Moore, in answer to 
your question, sir, and I want to make this point so that I can include 
a remark about Okinawa land, that the Army does intend to reclama 
the $20 million proposed reduction in MCA, but not the $9 million 
reduction in the National Guard and Reserve construction money. 


FUNDS FOR OKINAWA LAND 


Now, as a part of this $20 million reclama, that would be an item 
that I would say really is hurting us. That is, the $10 million of 
Okinawa land that we were not able to get in the funding plan. And 
the other one that I would name now, sir, if I may, is about $3 million 
for access roads. We were unable to get one cent in the funding 

lan, because of its size, for access roads. And as the committee 
<nows, we are getting considerable pressure, sir, to get some of the 
access road’ projects into the program this vear, and we are unable to 
do it unless we get more money. 
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ACCESS ROADS 


Senator ELLENDER. Access roads where? 

General Sauter. In the United States. 

Senator ELtenDER. But im respect to Okinawa, as I understand, 
you have been paying directly to the former owners of this land at the 
rate of $75 an acre. 

General Souter. We have been paying them rental, and we are still 
paying them until we acquire it. 

Senator ELLENDER, At the rate of $75 an acre? 

General SHuLEr. I am not sure of that, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. That is my recollection. And now a plan is 
being proposed to purchase this land at a price of $900 an acre, with 
the understanding that, if and when we pull out, it reverts to the former 
owners. 

General SHuter. Sir, I cannot verify the amounts of money. 

Senator Extenper. That is in the record. I remember it. It 
made an impression on me because of the size of the amount of money 
that you are called upon to pay, and this tremendous rent that you 
were paying. And, as I remember, you started off very small, but 
you were gradually forced into paying more, until it reached:the figure 
of $75 an acre. 

General SHuuer. | must add, sir, that this is for the three services, 
not just for the Army. This includes all three services. 

Senator ELLENDER. And how much money do you say is in this bill 
to start the purchasing program? 

General SHuLER. We obligated $12 million last year; and we have, 
therefore, $18 million to go. 


Now, we were only able to put $8 million in this funding plan, so 
we are short $10 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. With the money that was obligated heretofore, 
have you been able to acquire any of this land? 

General SHuterR. Oh, yes. We have paid off many of the owners. 
Most of this land is occupied, and has been since the close of the war, 

Senator ELLENDER. I have visited there, and I am familiar with it. 

Chairman Haypen. If you had the full amount you could pay them 
all off? 

General Sauter. Yes, sir, this year, as far as we are now authorized. 
; Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question, if 

may. 


REQUEST FOR FAMILY HOUSING FUNDS 


General Shuler, would you give the figures now as to how much 
you are asking for in appropriated funds for family housing for the 
Army, and also under the present plan how much you are going to 
spend this year for family housing for the Army? The Capehart 
plan, I mean. I do not mean actually spending money, but how 
much are you going to put in motion to build? 

If you do not have those figures, you can supply it. 

General SHuer. I have them, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the Senator’s question, we are request- 
ing $12.6 million in this year’s request to start or build 415 units of 
MCA family housing. Those are 315 units in Alaska and 100 units 
at Nike sites in the continental United States. 
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I might say, sir, just so the committee can see what we have done 
and where we are going, that in fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957, we 
placed under construction 6,550 total MCA units of family housing, 
and in the Capehart, up to now, we have under construction, under 
contract, 13,982. We have leased 3,000 houses at out Nike and tac- 
tical sites. So that means that since fiscal year 1955 we have come 
along on 23,532 sets of family quarters, which I think is quite a good 
achievement for the Department of the Army. 


HOUSING SITUATION IN HAWATIAN ISLANDS 


Senator Taye. Than may I ask you in that connection: Have you 
improved the housing situation in the Hawaiian Islands? 

General SuuLER. We have just awarded a large Capehart project 
at Schofield Barracks in Hawaii. So we are trying to do that, sir, 

Senator Ture. That was a very sad state of affairs there 2 years 
ago. 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. 


CAPEHART HOUSING 


Now, to finish answering Senator Stennis’ question, the prospects 
for Capehart in fiscal year 1958, naturally, are very dependent on the 
money market. We have awarded, largely using the recent FNMA 
money that was just made available to us, in fiscal year 1958, 3,410 
Capehart houses. 

Senator Stennis. In fiscal year 1958? 

General Suuter. In fiscal year 1958. Yes, sir. I don’t think there 
is very much more FNMA money available, and we have now to 


depend on the private market. 1 do not think, unless the money 
market gets a little better, we are goint to 

Senator Stennis. Well, what are your plans that will reflect it? 
What are your plans on this Capehart housing for the Army for fiscal 
1958? If you do not have the figure, you can. supply it readily later. 


TOTAL UNITS IN CAPEHART PROGRAM 


General Suuter. I have it, sir. We have a fiscal year 1958 pro- 
gram of 25,000 Capehart houses. 

But as I said, a realistic program, to my way of thinking—we will 
be lucky if we can make 10,000 all together. 

Senator Stennis. Put that 25,000 into dollars now before we finish. 

General Suuter. We would have to multiply by $16,500, which 
is the average, although I hasten to point out that in all the Cape- 
harts we have awarded our average is just over $15,000, so we are 
considerably below a $16,500 average. But to multiply that out: 
It comes out to $400 million roughly, if we did 25,000 Capehart houses 
at $16,500. 

Senator Stennis. That comes out that the contemplated family 
housing program for the Army for this current fiscal year is $400 
million, which is more than all of the military money in this bill, for 
the Army, for other purposes. 

General Suuter. Of course, sir, may I point out that that is amor- 
tized with quarters allowances. 

I wonder if General Barney can speak to that point? 


=e 
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Senator E.tenpeR. Yes, but the Government is responsible in the 
meantime. Suppose you move out. It is an’ obligation that has got 

be paid. 
nBehutor Stennis. And as a part of that picture, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to point out there that it has been the unanimous belief of our 
Subcommittee on Military Construction for a couple of years now, and 
itis shared by the present Secretary of Defense, that the best way to 
puild these houses is to appropriate the funds and build them: You 

ta better house and also get more for your dollar, rather than go 
in the circuitous route that we are going now. About the only virtue 
is that it is not reflected in the budget. 

General Suuter. I would respectfully point out that the Army is 
complying with the Department of Defense policy to use Capehart 
houses rather than in MCA. 

Senator Srennis. It is not the Army’s fault, I am sure. They 
would rather have the appropriated funds, I think. 

Senator SatronstaLu. Mr. Chairman, my questions are rather in 
away directed to Senator Stennis, for whom we have great respect on 
this problem as well as on other problems. 

We know now what the House has done in its appropriation bill. 
We know what the House has done and what you are planning to do 
on the authorization bill. 

Now, my question is: Would it not be helpful to get in the record 
the difference between the House bill and the Senate bill, so that 
when we get this bill over here we will know where the issues are? 

The clerk tells me that you have not yet gone into that. And 
what I would like to know would be from you, really, with the help 
of the witnesses, where the differences lie. 


VARIANCES FROM AUTHORIZATION BILL 


Senator Stennis. The difference now, Mr. Chairman, between the 
Senate version of the authorization bill and this present appropriation 
bill, is going to be very slight, very slight indeed; $292 million of the 
present appropriation bill that is requested is included in the Army 
section of the authorizatoin bill. 

The only reason I do not give you the list now is that the full com- 
mittee has not fully met, and in deference to them we just hate to turn 
loose the subcommittee’s recommendation. It is going to meet to- 
morrow. I had hoped it would meet today. But I understand it will 
meet tomorrow. 

Senator SaALToNsTALL. I understand the chairman feels that way, 
and that is why I am asking him the question, because it would seem 
tome to be helpful to get in this record now an answer to my question: 
_ Senator Srennis. I feel that it needs it, and we are going to meet 
inthe morning. I had hoped we would meet this morning. I mean 
the full committee. 


Senator SANTONSTALL. Could the record stay open then so that 
after the full Armed Services Committee has acted 

Senator Srennis. Yes. We are not through with the Army yet. 
I think we owe it to the full committee to let them look at it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Unless you get authorization, you cannot go 
along with this. 
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Senator Srennis. We have no secrets in it. It is reduced sharply. 
And when those reductions beeome known, we will be confronted — 
situations. 

Senator SaLronstau. If it, is not,out of order, and with the 
proval of Senator Stennis, I. would ask unanimous consent that, gf 
this point or at the proper peint in the record the differences between 
the, House appropriation that came over here in broken down. items 
and what the Senate Armed Services Committee has authorized be 
inserted in the record. Because that will be where the issue will come 
for this, committee to decide, 

Senator Srennis. I think it is certaimly timely, Mr. 
and I would certainly agree to:it heartily. 

The staff will prepare a memorandum on it. 

(The memorandum referred to follows :) 


Chairman, 


Line items in the Army military construction appropriation program as «presented to 


the Senate Appropriations Committee which were deleted by Senate Armed Services 
Committee 


Installation 


Fort Lee, Va__- : 
Fort Eustis, Va-_..- 


Army line items 


Signal building ___-___- 
Training command headquarters. 


2 enlisted men’s barracks_.- 
Battalion mess_ 
Battalion administration and “supply building. - 


Total sc a I ee 
Oakland Army ‘Base, Calif....| Dispensary and dental clinic_- 
Fort George G. Meade, Md.-__| Regimental headquarters noes 
2 enlisted men’s barracks. -_-_- 
Battalion mess- 


Battalion administration and supply ‘building. 


Total. 
Fort Dix, N. J 3 motor repair shops. ; 
Fort Ord, Calif__- | 2 enlisted men’s barracks....-..-- 
Battalion mess __ 


Battalion administration and supply building 


Total. _._. mit 
Fort Buchanan, P. R | Guardhouse.. 
Fort Devens, Mass_. | Motor repair shops, regimental __________.....- y 
Battalion headquarters building-____ 








Items in the Navy military construction appropriation program as presented to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee which were deleted by Senate Armed Services 
Committee 


Base: 
NAS, El Toro, Calif 
NAS, Lemoore, Calif___---- 
MCTC, Twentynine Palms, Calif__-_- 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 263 


Line items tn the Air Force military construction appropriation program as pre- 
sented to the Senate Appropriations Committee which were deleted by Senate 
Armed Services Committee 


dincttmemteeniinca 


— 


Base Line items Amount 
gy 


Thousands 
McGhee oo Post exchange addition.....................-..-- $100 
Niagara Fall. . soonnswam afr cacuiiccanenig Male seanea<ad 393 
Otis... _ _..-4....| Dormitory, airmen, replacement. ss addutn aise san 1, 515 
Post exchange -. js cadebea -| 

Commissary 


Post exchange-- 
awieeel< stecsksxese Open mess, officer -- 
Whurtsmith. _. ; ..-| Post exchange 
Brookley .. : : ei Dormitory, airmen, replacement 
Kirtland - - 1 OSS es -| Post exchange, replacement 
a ee Ses Sa Post exchange _- 
pes....- ; Land (hospital) -- 
Bunker Hill. a | Commissary... 
e:...-- ios ....-| Headquarters squadron 
| Commissary _.-..... _ sei 
| Bowling alley. -- go SF ET AS ott a) 
| Commissary - - 


Air Force Academy s Runway, primary-. 
i Taxiway R/W access... 
Apron, operational : 
Pad and warmup holding . 
Naviads_. , ; 
Range, small arms 
| Range, target 
Cadet maneuver 
Cadet obstacle course_ ‘ 
Engineering, field maintenance, W/SH 
Shop para and ones 
| Academy cemetery. 
| Bank branch-_______-- J 
| Utilities... 
Roadway facilities. _- 
Parking area, vehicle. __- 
Walkway, pedestrian _. _- 








Do... 
Do_. 
Do... 
Do... 
Do_.- 
Do_. 
Do 
Do.. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do... 
Do. 
Do 
Do 
Do__. 


Total_.__- 


12,391 requested. 


Chairman Haypen. You wanted to testify, I believe, in respect 
to military construction in the Army Reserve forces. 

General Suuver. Yes, sir; that program, I believe, is on the 
schedule, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Before we get into that, may I ask one question 
about Okinawa? 


NEW ELECTRIC PLANT IN OKINAWA 


I remember when someone appeared here a few weeks ago there 
was an item to build a new electric plant in Okinawa. Have you 
anything in here for that? 

General Sauter. That is not in this request. 

\ Senator ELLenveER. It is not in the supplemental bill, as far as you 
now? 


General Sauer. I know it definitely is not in an MCA bill of any 
sort. 

Senator ELLENpreR. Because I was informed that the House has 
deleted it, and I wondered from what bill. 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE FORCES 
PREPARED STATEMENT 
Chairman Haypen. The program table and prepared stotement 


will be inserted in the record. 
(The materiel referred to fotlows:) 


Program and financing 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


Program by activities: 


1. National Guard armory construction $26, 193,375 | $22, 000, 000 $17, 000, 000 
2. National Guard nonarmory construction 2, 553, 484 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 


3. Army Reserve construction 14, 291, 454 30, 000, 000 35, 000, 000 
Total obligations ‘ 55, 000, 000 
Financing: Ae 


Unobligated balance brought forward —35, 655, 393 | —24, 228,080 | —24, 228 099 
Unobligated balance carried forward 24, 228, 080 24, 228, 080 


Appropriation 31, 611, 000 55, 000, 000 55, 000, 000 


StaTeMENT By Bric. Gen. W. R. Sauter, Curer, Construction Drvistoy, 


Orrice, Deputy Curer oF Starr ror Loaistics, oN MILitary CoNnstTruc- 
TION, ARMY RESERVE FoRCES 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, the request fot $55 million for the ‘‘Military con- 
struction, Army Reserve Forces,’’ appropriation is an annual increment in the 
Army long-range construction program to provide facilities for the training, 
administration, and maintenance of the Army National Guard and the Army 
Reserve. 

I propose to make my presentation as follows: 

First, to comment on the status of the authorization legislation for this pro- 
gram and the projects recommended for construction with the appropriation 
request; 

econd, to describe how the Army establishes the requirements for construe- 
tion necessary for the administration and training of the Reserve components; 

Third, to give an accounting of the $189 million appropriated for the Army 
under the authorization of Public Law 783, 81st Congress; and 

Fourth, to provide an estimate of our future construction requirements as we 
now know them. 

The authorization legislation in prior years for this facilities program has been 
rovided by the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 (Public Law 783, 8ist 
ong.) as amended by Public Law 302, 84th Congress. This law, as amended, 

authorizes the acquisition, construction, expansion, rehabilitation, conversion, 
and joint utilization of facilities required by the Reserve components of the 
United States. The Secretary of Defense is authorized in an amount not to 
exceed $500 million through fiscal year 1958 to— 

1. Acquire or construct federally owned facilities for the seven Reserve 
components including the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve. 

2. Contribute to any State, funds for the expansion of existing State-owned 
National Guard facilities to the extent required for joint utilization. 

3. Contribute to any State, funds for the construction of State-owned 
Army National Guard armories, the States to furnish the land and 25 percent 
of the cost of the building. 

Through fiscal year 1957, approximately $451 million of this authorization will 
have been funded by the 3 military departments (Army, $189 million; Navy, $84 
million; and Air Force, $178 million). The President’s budget for fiscal year 1958 
includes a request for $115 million for the 3 military departments under the 
authorization of Public Law 783, 81st Congress, as amended (Army, $55 million; 
Navy, $10 million; and Air Force, $50 million). The Department of Defense, 
on May 17, 1957, forwarded to the President of the Senate and to the Speaker of 
the House draft legislation to amend further the National Defense Facilities Act 
of 1950. This draft legislation would increase the monetary limitation from $500 
million to $650 million and extend the time limitation through fiscal year 1959. 
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The House Armed Services Committee, by Report No. 696, dated July 5, 1957, 
recommended enactment of H. R. 7697. This proposed legislation would increase 
the authorization of Public Law 783 from $500 million to $580 million, and would 
provide sufficient authorization for all 3 services through fiseal year 1958. : 

The fiscal year 1958 request of $55 million is the same amount as appropriated 
by the Congress for fiscal year 1957 and will provide for the construction of the 
following projects: 


Number of} Estimated 
projects Federal cost 


National Guard 

Armories 

NT DN 6 0h. .onsanbupencpl aienm onde tai one aaietioeaah aaemela 
Army Reserve... oi 

Training centers 

PeeeTTet- CORNED TRGETILICS,.. 2 .cn gs onnitas thse epidlblnn-abupisieie dh ~ agp Be cbs 


Department of the Army, total_....-..-..-.....---..---------+-------- 


Specific projects to be constructed with the requested appropriations require 
the approval of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties and Installations 
and consultation with the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and of the 
House. The Army, on May 23, 1957, forwarded this program to the Department 
of Defense and recommended that it be approved and submitted to the Armed 
Services Committees for consultation as required by Public Law 783, 8ist Con- 
gress. I have for insertion in the record a tentative list of projects planned for 
construction. This list shows the location, size, and estimated cost of each 
proposed facility. 

hese proposed facilities are a part of the long-range construction program 
based on troop strengths approved by the Secretary of Defense, and on plans for 
fighting future wars as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Army Reserve 
units are allocated the Army commanders who, after making a detailed study of 
towns and cities where it is established that there will be sufficient numbers of 
rticipating reservists to fill the units to authorized strengths, select a ‘“‘station”’ 
or these units. Based on facilities policies, construction standards, and space 
criteria published by Department of the Army, the Army commanders surveyed 
their facility requirements and developed a plan for housing the Army Reserve 
units. In all instances, the Army commanders are required to give full considera- 
tion to use of existing facilities, including those of the other Reserve components, 
prior to requesting new construetion. The column on the right of this chart 
(chart No. 1) summarizes the findings of the survey. A total of 2,570 Army 
Reserve training centers is required. It is estimated that 405 of these;»repre- 
sented by the blue area, can be adequately housed in leased space, and 400, 
represented by the area in green, can be adequately housed in donated facilities 
provided rent free by the Active Army or by local communities. For the 1,765 
other locations, represented by the area in red, we require training centers. 

The column on the left of this chart shows as of June 30, 1957, the total number 
of Army Reserve training centers existing, under construction or scheduled for 
construction with available funds. The color legend is the same as for the column 
on the right. Of the 2,023 training centers, 1,334 were in leased space, 427 were 
in donated spaces, and 262 are standard design training centers. The middle 
column represents the part of current assets considered adequate for long-term 
use. This chart shows the extent to which the Army must rely on inadequate 
leased facilities until such time as the long-range construction program can be 
completed. The figures for ‘‘Planned acquisitions,’? shown on the side of the 
column for ‘‘Total requirements,’’ represent the deficiencies in the three categories 
(leased, donated, and standard design) which must be provided in fiscal year 1958 
and subsequent years; 1,503 of these are to be provided by constructed facilities 
in ‘“‘ Military construction, Army Reserve Forces programs.” 

The construction requirements for the Army National Guard were computed 
in a different manner. The Army does not assign Army National Guard units to 
the States. The units are offered by the Army and accepted by the States. In 
accepting, the States must consider their capability to man, house, and train 
the offered units. This next chart gives the National Guard picture. The green 
areas on this chart (chart No. 2) represent armories provided by the States without 
United States Government contributions. The red areas represent those State- 
owned facilities constructed, or planned for construction, with United States 
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Government and State matching funds. The column on the left represents the 
estimated 2,726 Army National Guard armories existing, under construction, or 
programed with available appropriations as of June 30, 1957; 1,747 of these have 
been provided wholly by the States and 979 have been provided in part with 
United States Government contributions authorized by Public Law 783, 8ist 
Congress. The middie column indicates those armories considered adequate 
for continued use. The column on the right represents estimated total require- 
ments of 2,780. This chart indicates that of the total requirement for 2,780 
National Guard armories, approximately one-third were provided by the States 
without United States Government contributions; another one third has been 
provided for during period fiscal year 1952-57 with United States Government 
contributions under Public Law 783, 81st Congress, and the last one third remains 
to be funded in fiscal year 1958 and future years. 

Standard designs have been prepared by the Army for those locations where 
new construction is required. These designs including space criteria and con- 
struction standards, have been reviewed and accepted by the Department of 
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget. The States are not required to adhere 
to these designs. However, United States Government contributions to the 
States for Army National Guard facilities are based on these approved space 
criteria and construction standards. Where the States exceed these standard 
designs, they pay 100 percent of the applicable costs. 

In addition to armories and training centers, standard designs have also been 
prepared for nonarmory facilities, including storage, administrative, maintenance, 
and outdoor training facilities. 

The’ next chart (chart No. 3) shows in the solid red bars the total dollar require- 
ments of the Army National,Guard and Army Reserve construction programs. 
The ‘total requirements are $789 million, distributed $371 million to the Army 
National Guard and $418 million to the Army Reserve. The blue dotted area 
represents funds appropriated under the authorization of Public Law 783, 81st 
Congress. The Army has received appropriations totaling $189 million, distributed 
$119 million to the Army National Guard and $70 million to the Army Reserve. 
This chart does not include: 

1. An estimated $500 million State capital investment in Army National Guard 
facilities prior to enactment of Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 

2. State matching funds. 

3. $13.5 million appropriated for the Army Reserve in fiscal vear 1950 prior 
to enactment of Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 

In December 1956, the Department of Defense provided the three services with 
revised long-range paid drill strengths for use in the development of long-range 
plans and programs in support of the Reserve components. These revised troop 
strengths are below those previously used and will affect. our long-range facility 
requirements as shown on this chart. These revised troop strengths are now under 
study by the Army. It will be several months before these studies can be com- 
pleted and a new Reserve components troop program develop2:d. However, 
preliminary studies have advanced to the point that, considering toe large current 
deficiencies, the Army on May 13, 1957, advised the Department of Defense that 
there will be an absolute requirement even under the reduced troop strengths for 
all of the facilities requested by the Army for its Reserve components in fiscal year 
1958. 

The next chart (chart No. 4) shows the status, as of June 30, 1957, of the proj- 
ects funded with the $189 million appropriated through fiscal year 1957. The 
National Guard Bureau has received $98 million for the construction of 979 
armories. As of June 30, 1957, 637, estimated cost $51 million, had been com- 
pleted; 295, estimated cost $41 million, were under construction; and 47, estimated 
cost. $6 million, were programed with available appropriations. Similar data is 
also shown for the $21 million provided for approximately 299 Army National 
Guard nonarmory projects. For the Army Reserve, $70 million have been pro- 
vided ‘under authorization of Public Law 783, 8ist Congress, for construction of 
training centers. As of June 30, 1957, 105, estimated cost of $31 million, had been 
completed; 76, estimated cost $26 million, were under constructioa and 36 were 
programed within the $13 million available appropriations. 

In fiscal year 1956, both the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve 
reached new records in the execution of their construction programs. Contracts 
for 279 Army National Guard armory and nonarmory projects with an estimated 
cost of $28.7 million were awarded. This represents an increase of approximately 
50 percent over fiscal year 1955. Contracts for 58 Army Reserve training centers, 
estimated cost of $14.3 million, were awarded. This represents almost a fourfold 
inerease over fiscal year 1955. A further increase of approximately 20 percent 
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was made in total obligations in fiscal year 1957, from $43 million to $51 million, 
and current plans provide for a $55 million level of obligations in fiscal year 1958. 

The next chart lohant No. 5) shows the Army National Guard fund availability 
and obligations for fiscal year 1954 through fiscal year 1958 including the requested 
fiscal year 1958 new appropriation of $20 million. The green line represents 
cumulative appropriations, and red line represents obligations. Fiscal year 1954 
and fiscal year 1955 obligations actually incurred were slightly over $19 million 
in each of the years and the obligations for fiscal year 1956 were nearly $29 million. 
The chart and the budget juatiioations show estimated obligations of $25 million 
for fiscal year 1957. Based on final Comptroller reports through May and 
advance reports for June, we now estimate that National Guard obligations in 
fiscal year 1957 will be approximately $29 million. Attached to my statement is 
a tabulated chart which compares our initial fiscal year 1957 National Guard 
program, in numbers of projects and in dollars, with what we now believe we 
actually accomplished. 

The Army proposes to maintain the previously established $20 million fiscal 
year 1958 level of National Guard obligations. The effect of the increased obli- 
gations in fiscal year 1957 will be to reduce by approximately $4 million from 
approximately $16 million to $12 million, the estimated carryover into fiseal year 
1958 and into fiscal year 1959. This is the carryover that is considered so essen- 
tial to encourage State authorities to go to their legislators and secure the neces- 
sary State matching funds with the assurance that Federal contributions will be 
available. 

The next chart (chart No. 6) shows similar information for the Army Reserve. 
This chart and the fiscal year 1958 budget justifications show that we had sched- 
uled a $30 million level of obligations for the Army Reserve in fiscal year 1957. 
Our appraisal, as of this date, is that we will miss the $30 million level by about 
$8 million. The rate of obligations for the Army Reserve has been admittedly 
low when compared with the schedule. However, this has been caused by. fac- 
tors completely beyond the Army’s control. Also attached to my statemerit is a 
tabulated comparison of our initial Army Reserve program for fiscal year 1957 
and what we now believe that we have accomplished. The slippage of approxi- 
mately $8 million has been caused by late funding approvals. The tabulation 
shows that we had scheduled 121 United States Army Reserve Center projects, 
started 66 and slipped 55. We now estimate that the 55 will’ be reduced to 
approximately 36 as a result of cost increases and revision of the execution pro- 
gram. These revisions involved the substitution of approved larger armories for 
the l-unit (modified) centers delayed until June of this year. All 36 of ‘these 
projects were released for advertising prior to June 30, 1957, but not in time to 
permit contract award during fiscal year 1957. The Army’s plan is to award all 
36 of these projects early in fiscal year 1958. 

The Army Reserve carryover into fiscal year 1959, as shown on this chart; is 
estimated to be approximately $7.8 million. This carryover is required for 
commitments on work started in fiscal year 1958 and to permit continuation of 
design, land acquisition, and contract awards during first quarter of fiscal year 
1959 pending apportionment of fiseal year 1959 funds. 

The Army National Guard construction program was developed by the Chief, 
National Guard Bureau, after close collaboration with the adjutants general 
of the States and Territories. The Army Reserve construction program was 
developed by the Chief, United States Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs in 
coordination with Army commanders. Maj. Gen. D. W. McGowan, Chief of 
the Army Division, National Guard Bureau, and Maj. Gen. Ralph A. Palladino, 
Chief, United States Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs, are present to present 
their programs in more detail and to answer questions you may have. 


Army National Guard construction program, fiscal year 1957—New starts and 
direct obligations 


{Direct obligations in millions of dollars] 


Planned at start, Actualaccomplishment,| Overrun, fisea] year 


| fiscal year 1957 fiscal year 1957 1957 


| New starts | Obligations New starts | Obligations New starts | Obligations 


Army National Guard total__' 212 $29. 0 | 16 | $4.0 
4. 





Armory nieneal 166 26.7 | 29 
Nonarmory 46 : 2.3 —13 


| 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY . 4 
RESERVE FORCES CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
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ARMY TOTAL NATIONAL GUARD ARMY RESERVE 


ABOVE DATA DOES NOT INCLUDE 


i $500 MILLION STATE CAPITAL INVESTMENT PRIOR TO PL 783/81ST. 


2, STATE MATCHING FUNDS FOR NATIONAL GUARD FACILITIES 
3. 45 ARMY RESERVE TRAINING CENTERS CONSTRUCTED WITH $15.5 MILLION APPROPRIATED IN FY 50. 
4. $1.6 MILLION OF THE $16.0 MILLION APPROPRIATED IN FY [951 EXPIRED 30 JUNE 1954 


93207—57 18 
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Status of projects authorized, fiscal years 1951-57 (June 30, 1957) 








Number Estimated 
projects Federal cost 
(in millions) 


National Guard armories: 
Completed $51 
; ; 41 


Nonarmory projects: 
Completed --__.......- 
Under contract 
TRENT TAO 6 no in Ste sw cwcectusnnsce. 


iss sh leone oe haiti adinsen poco pamaioilannia digitata sib ipadasinupuonenianintleiie i 


U.S. Army Reserve centers: 
Completed 
Unider contract_.........-. 
Estimated contract awards 


1 Does not include 45 ARTC’s from fiscal year 1950 construction program, 
2 Does not include $1.6 million of $16 million appropriated in fiscal year 1951 which expired June 30, 1954, 
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APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Chairman Haypen. Now, General, we will hear from you. with 
reference to the request for funds to continue the Army and National 
Guard Reserve facilities construction program. These items, totaling 
$55 million, were not considered in the regular Department of Defense 
appropriation bill, as the existing authorization is insufficient to meet 
the funding requested in the budget. The House committee has 
recommended $46 million, a reduction of $9 million under the estimate. 

It is my understanding that the House has passed a bill, H. R. 7697, 
authorizing additional construction in an amount to cover the proposed 
projects for 1958 for all three services, and the bill is now before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. 

We will now hear from you, General Shuler, on this subject. 

General SHuter. Mr. Chairman, the request for $55 million for 
“Military construction, Army Reserve Forces” appropriation, is an 
annual increment in the Army long-range construction program to 
provide facilities for the training, administration, and maintenance of 
the Army National Guard and Army Reserve. 

The Secretary of Defense has authorized an amount not to exceed 
$500 million through fiscal vear 1958. Through fiscal year 1957, 
approximately $451 million of this authorization will have been 
funded by the 3 military departments; that is, the Army $189 million, 
the Navy $84 million, and the Air Force $178 million. 


HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE REPORT 


The House Armed Services Committee, by Report No. 696, dated 
July 5, 1957, recommended enactment of H. R. 7697. This proposed 
legislation would increase the authorization of Public Law 783 from 
$500 million to $580 million, and would provide sufficient authoriza- 
tion for all 3 services through fiscal year 1958. 

The fiscal year 1958 request of $55 million is the same amount as 
appropriated by the Congress for fiscal year 1957, and will provide 
for the construction of the following projects: 

For the National Guard, 168 projects; $20 million, broken down, 
116 armories at $17 million, 52 nonarmory projects at $3 million; and 
for the Army Reserve $35 million, broken down, 126 training centers 
at $30 million, summer-camp facilities, $5 million, or a total for the 
appropriation request of $55 million. 

Specific projects to be constructed with the requested appropriations 
require the approval of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Property 
and Installations, and consultation with the Armed Services Commit- 
tees of the Senate and of the House. 

The Army, on May 23, 1957, forwarded this program to the 
Department of Defense and recommended that it be approved and 
submitted to the Armed Services Committees for consultation, as 
required by Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 


LOCATION AND SIZE OF NATIONAL GUARD ARMORIES 


Senator Toye. Would it be difficult if I interrupted at that poimt 
just for the purpose of ascertaining whether there is a list of National 
Guard armories, indicating the State where they will be located, and 
the size of the armories? You have 116 armories, a total sum of —— 
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General Suuter. I have for:insertion in the record a tentative list 
of projects planned for construction. This list shows the location, 
size, and estimated cost of each proposed facility. 

Mr. Chairman, I request that I be allowed to file this complete 
statement for the record. It is quite comprehensive. We show 
the committee what our accomplishments have been from the start of 
Public Law 783, and we tell what our future needs are, and we describe 
the program in this statement. 

And im answer to your question, Senator Thye, we have the list. 

Senator Tuyr. And have you a copy of it? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Taye. That would be most helpful. Because that is one 
question we are constantly confronted with, at least in my office. 

Chairman Haypen. You have a list of the Reserve and National 
Guard armories for which funds are now requested. That will go 
m the record. 

(The list referred to follows:) 


Military construction, Army Reserve Forces—U. S. Army Reserve construction 
program, fiscal year 1958 


1. The following projects are included in the proposed fiscal year 1958 program + 


Size (unit) MS (bay) | Estimated 
cost 





Alabama: 
Abbeville 


1 
2 
5 
1 
1 
3 
1 


Walnut Ridge_- 
California: 


San Diego 
San Francisco 


Cannon C ity 
Denver (Lakewood) 
Grand Junction 


Connecticut: 





Manchester 
Delaware: Wilmington 
Florida: 

Clearwater 

DeLand 

Jacksonville (southwest) 
Georgia: 


Ss Een BBE 8 
S8SSS25 S23 S22 & 


_ 
~ 
ba 


Valdosta... 
Idaho: Twin Falls_- 


See footnotes at end of of table, p. 279. 
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Military construction, Army Reserve Forces—U. S, Army Reserve construction 
program, fiscal year 1958—Continued 


Size (unit) MS (bay) Estimated 
cost 


Indiana: 
Argos._....._. 
Bloomington... 
Connersville 


Indianapolis (South) 
Kendallville 


_ 


so Pao ix 


Montpelier 
Rushville 


_ to 


_ 


Johnson County 
Osawatomie 


ge seetee sprees 


a 
— 
fs 


Topeka_ 

Wyandotte County 
Kentucky: Paducah 
Louisiana: 

Baton Rouge 


g SSeS 


Maine: Augusta 
Maryland: 
Baltimore (Southeast) - 
Baltimore (Curtis Bay) 
Baltimore (Fullerton) - 
Baltimore (Towson- Ruxton)__ 
Massachusetts: 
Lawrence. _.-.... iii Gaal iteacentiesnnicish a sie pndimthdiaae aiatiaie 
Taunton. 
Michigan: Detroit (West) 
Minnesota: 
RE chats scaring twimsan kelp nbn icdbnessb ie nace 
Le Seur 
New Prague.....---. 
Winona 
Worthington 
Mississippi: 
UOMO VGN. ........... .4 
TI ancots saiapicigs Ree ala Retadeteideciiacuinaion ehadekace haaea ieee 
Natchez 
Oxford 
Missouri: 
Columbia = 
Jefferson City-_- 
Kansas City 
Lebanon ; asl gc ctibciods beh dota 
St. Louis (Northwest) - 
New Hampshire: 
BIND. 6 nin dn ane 
Manchester. 
New Jersey: Lodi-Hackensack. 
New Mexico: 
bite cnt skint 
EE acetates teinitte ack 


COW Meh met CoM 


—-s 
3S 


wher 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
459, 000 
459, 000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 


fo es Bas 
& DG a 


5 
s 


BREs 
2385 





See footnotes at end of table, p. 279. 
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Military construction, Army Reserve Forces—U. S. Army Reserve construction 
program, fiscal year 1958—Continued 


Location 


New York: 
Albany __-- 
Beacon-New burgh 
Canton _- 
Cortland ---- 
Glen Falls 
Hornell. - 
Malone 
Massena. 
Oswego. 
Penn Yan_- 
Rochester (Brighton) _ 
Tupper Lake _- 
North Carolina: 
Beaufort___ _- 
Fayetteville _ 
Washington __- 
North Dakota: 
Grand Forks__-_. 
La Moure. _- 
Minot 
Ohio: 
Akron _. 
Canton _. 
Canton 
Cincinnati 
Columbus. 
Dayton __-__- 
Delaware. _. 
East Palestine _- 
Geneva. -- 
Hamilton. 
Wooster __- 
Youngstown _. 
Oregon: Portland (Northeast) 
Pennsylvania: 
Bloomsburg. 
Brookville . 
Brownsville-. 
Clarion _. 
Gettysburg 
Kittanning -- 
Lewiston 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
State College 
Sunbury __-. 
Uniontown 
Washington 
Waynesburg-- 
Rhode Island: 
Cranston 
Kingston 
Newport_.__ 
South Carolina: 
Greenwood 
Lancaster 
Rock Hill 
South Dakota: 
Huron j 
Watertown 
Tennessee: 
Dunlap -_-_-- 
Elizabethton.____- 
Knoxville (northeast) 
Memphis (southwest) 
Memphis (northwest) 
piemphis.. 2 ...........3 
Nashville ee 
Nashville. 
PM ee cSt 
Tullahoma _- 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 279. 





Size (unit) 


| 


MS (bay) | 
| 


ote 


— ee ee 





nee 


wow ie 


we 


ower weet 


mre 





bm me cr Se Sr Ce Ce Ce 


wOoeK NOG eK tht 


Estimated 
cost 


$472, 000 
472, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
178, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
589, 000 
129, 000 


95, 000 
95, 000 
193, 000 


112, 000 
112, 000 
227, 000 


459, 000 

40, 000 
410, 000 
459, 000 
459, 000 
410, 000 
227, 000 
112, 000 
112,000 
459, 000 
112, 000 
459, 000 
410, 000 


614,000 
614, 000 
227, 000 
112, 000 
170, 000 
170, 000 
227,000 


451, 000 
250, 000 
124, 000 


145, 000 
193, 000 
145, 000 


112, 000 
112, 000 


101, 000 
10}, 000 
413, 000 
359, 000 


101, 000 
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Military construction, Army Reserve Forces—U.S,. Army Reserve construction 
program, a year 1958—Continued 


i ons 
Location Size (unit) MS (bay) Estimated 
cost 


Texas: 
Brownsville in Ob. Aes. $101, 000 
Dallas (northwest) _- 5 508, 000 
Dallas (south-southeast). 49, 000 
Houston (northeast) : ‘ d 413, 000 
Meridian aon 2 101, 000 
Port Arthur ‘ 453, 000 

101, 000 

101, 000 

Seren 3 101, 000 

Utah; Salt Lake City (northeast) { 558, 000 

Virginia: 

Alexandria 558, 000 
Norfolk... _. : 36, 000 
Petersburg (Fort Lee) 369, 000 
Portsmouth 5 204, 000 

Washington: Pasco- Kennewick... 410, 000 

West Virginia: 

227, 000 


227, 000 
112, 000 
227, 000 
227, 000 


118, 000 
179, 000 
118, 000 
118, 000 
118, 000 
586, 000 
118, 000 
238, 000 
112, 000 





Martinsburg.. 
Morgantown - 
Wisconsin: 
Cedarbu 
Fond du 
Kewaunee. 
Lake Geneva. 
Marinette - 
Milwaukee (East). 
Oconot Falls 
Pewaukee 
Wyoming: Cheyenne. 
Overseas— Puerto Rico: 
Aguadilla..._.._. ‘HEL de . = | | 157, 000 
Cabo Rojo___- Siow ; 4) a 
Caguas__- 5 oF 9| | 57, 
Comerio. . 4 | 157, 000 
San Juan (Rio Piedras) - sake 3+] : 574, 000 


wdeKnwrw SNoWH 





ee 





Number of projects_ - 
Training centers: 
New. 
Expansion_____~_- pliant a owkknw tekken) a situa ben 21 
Maintenance shop: 
With training center... ‘ —————— 170 
With expansion --. Le ’ pelsniNides kus lace webbed Snted-i56--5555chub 
Separate a de ac Maken Bist thence 
Estimated cost. 


' , ; Sybae. iach outer tin ~ $44, 210, 000 
Advance design, 1959 program. ‘ ‘ j | cubeutiacces NOES 


Total construction ‘ neitinicinncctnaaea ship scdidachcotdsteinh<—" ae 
Land acquisition, fiscal year 1959_____- : : ; ese .... 4,030,000 
Total program, home stations - . en enenasenagesenesaesenaedblshSaten¢ss=< eigen mm eee 
Appropriation request (8600)... ‘ aeunhstewadaenchessitill- lls locke nae 
USAR construction (8611). - 
USAR land for fiscal year 1959 (8621) 
Overprograming: For subsequent appropriation request _ 


1 Expansion. 
? Expansion with assembly hall. 
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Fiscal year 1958 armory construction program, Army National Guard 


State and location 


California: 


Honolulu 
Pearl City 


Massachusetts: 
Framingham 
Southbridge 
Northbridge 
Leominister 
Worcester 


Michigan: 
Detroit 
Midland 


Minnesota: 
East St. Paul 
West St. Paul 


Type of armory ! 


2-plus units and MVSB 
l-unit and MVSB 


l-unit expansion 


1-unit expansion and rehabilitation 


l-unit expansion 


2-plus unit 
1-plus unit 


3-plus unit and MVSB 
1 unit and MVSB 


Southwest St. Paul_|___- 


Minneapolis-_-._-_- 
Redwood Falls____- 


Duluth 
Stillwater - 
White Bear Lake_- 


iapine unit rehabilitation 

1-unit rehabilitation 

6-plus unit rehabilitation ___- 
2-plus unit expansion and MVSB.- 
1-unit rehabilitation 


See footnote at end of table, p. 282, 


Total State 
funds funds 


BEBE 
8288 


3 
& 


| 


B| sss 
2| 888 


B35 
288 











sss 


18, 000 
4, 500 


511, 125 


eka 
SESSSSS5 
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Fiscal year 1958 armory construction program, Army National Guard—Continued 


State and location Type of armory * 


8888 
S858 


New Jersey: 
Newton_._2- 


BREESE | 5 
28288 | 


5z5 
88s 


North Carolina: 
Windsor. .....-- i 
Roxboro 
Siler City 
Smithfield 
Woodland_........-.}-_ 
Mooresville __-...-.}-. 
Elizabeth City.-__-|- 
Shallotte-___._.- 


SSSSSSEs 
SEBS 


500 
500 
500 
500 
97, 500 
97, 500 
82, 500 
735, 000 


North Dakota: 
Bismarck 1-plus unit and MVSB 
ws 2-plus unit and MVSB 
Dickinson --.. -- l-unit and MVSB 


....-| lunit and MVSB 
Cleveland — — expansion, rehabilitation, and 
Greenville..........} 1 unit ¢ and MVSB 


i) 


Holdenville 
Stillwater 

Durant 
McAlester.......__- 


rnwnn 


Springfield 
Grants Pass 


SII. Sad Rasa ephd adie acoaicaenedtciedoobea aac 


See footnote at end of table, p. 282. 
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Fiscal year 1958 armory construction pregram, Army National Guard—Continued 


State and location 


South Carolina: 
Comway......:2.--- 
Clemson... .._._._- 
Beaufort. _...._..- 


Anderson... ....- ‘ 


Total, ix: .2s..- 5 
South Dakota: Canton. 


Texas: 


Fredericksburg --- 
Mess. cs .sz- 
Canyon-.__.___.- 
Fort Worth No. 1 


Clarksville 


Sequin _._....:...- 
San Benito... __- 


ee 
Winnsboro---_-____-_| 
Sulphur Springs._--| 
Galveston____.... 
Grand Prairie - 





Electra ........ 
Monahans. -- 
Mereedes - _ _ - 
Paris_._- 

San Antonio No. 1 


Total_._. 


Virginia: 
Smithfield - _ -_- 
Richmond. - - 


Washington: 
Colville_. 
Tacoma... 
Okanogan_. 


West Virginia: 
Williamson -- - __- 
Kingwood __. 

Total. 

Wisconsin: 

LaCrosse. 
Wausau. 
Total. __- 


Grand total _. 
Roundoff 


Type of armory 4 


Nh nn sits ieetet eeitiichiee ieee Ab 
i ee 


a r 
G5. 


| 4plus unit_- 
| 2-plus unit__ 


| bunit. j 
| &-plus unit-- 


1 unit and MVSB... 
MVS ; 


VSB 


| lunit and MVSB... 
| 1 unit. a 


| 2 unit 


116 projects_._. |. ‘ 


! MVSB—Motor vehicle storage building. 





Total 


| 


State 


funds 


SSSE5553 


See 


é 
gessee8 


z 
g 


160, 000 | 
500, 000 | 


—--- ——} 





175, 000 | 
153, 000 | 


re 


325, 000 | 
325, 000 | 


gRaeek 
S888 


- 


£08882 


eSSS2S258582282252 


RSSS2SE2E5 


| RESSSs 


|= 
| 
Oo 


2, 667, 000 


40, 000 


125, 000 | 


51, 250 
45, 750 


81, 250 
81, 250 


243, 750 
243, 750 


17, 000, 000 
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Fiscal year 1958 nonarmory construction program—Army National Guard 


State and location 


Type of project 





California: 
Inglewood _ 
Modesto 


Total____ 
Colorado: Camp George West. 


Connecticut : 
Colchester _- 
Bridgeport _ 

Total _- 
Florida: 
St. Augustine ___. 
Cocoa. . .-- 
Sarasota __- 
Total .__ 
ia: 
Waycross-.. 
Jaekson..._. 
Total... 

Hawaii: 

Fort Ruger- 
Do. 
Total_. 

Maine: 
Augusta. 
Saco... 

Total. 


Massachusetts: 


Boston (Jamaica Plain) _._. 


Deo. . 


Total 
Michigan: Camp Grayling. 


Minnesota 
Redwood Falls 
Hutchinson 


Total 


Mississippi 
Bilox) 
Drew 


Total 


Missour i 
Jefferson City 
Do 


Total 


Montana; 
Fort W. H. Harrison 
Kalispell _- 


Total 


New Jersey 
Westfield 
Freehold - . 


Total 
Ohio: Columbus 
Oklahoma: Oklahoma City 


Oregon: 
La Grande 
Salem 


Total 





a ional maintenance ‘stpp 


Combined field maintenance shop--.- 


| Organizational maintenance shop 


U.S. P. & F. O. offiee building addition. . 


Organizational maintennace shop addition _ - 


Organizational maintenance shop-.__-. 
Motor vehicle storage building 


Concentration site utility ee... 


| Organizational maintenance shop 


do 


| Organizational maintenance shop_ . 
| Organizational maintenance shop expansion 


Addition to State warehouse 


| U.S. P. and F. O. office building addition 


Notor vehicle storage shed 


Organizational maintenance shop. -__._. 


Motor vehiele storage building 
do . » 


U. 8. P. and F. O. office building....._-: 
Addition to U. 8. P. and F. O. office 


| Organizational maintenance shop. - 





Estimated 
cost 


$62, 194 
62, 392 
124, 586 
39, 020 


53, 615 
64, 200 


117,815 


29, 438 
37, 681 
67, 880 


134, 999 


64, 320 
94, 080 


. 158, 400 


63, 300 
2, 350 


91, 650 


95, 400 
16, 952 
112, 352 


31, 586 
149, 835 


181, 421 


142, 103 
67, 940 


210, 043 


111, 095 
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Fiscal year 1958 nonarmory construction program—Army National Guard—Con. 


State and location Type of project 


South Dakota: Rapid City_..__- 


Tennessee: 
Knoxville. _..__- 
Kingsport 


a5 


BR 


Washington: 
Centralia 


3) BR 
8128 


West Virginia: 
a ee Organizational maintenance shop 
D Motor vehicie storage compound 


BS 
Sz 


Fiscal year 1958 nonarmory construction program—Army National Guard weekend 
training sites 


Estimated Estimated Total 
State and location cost of cost of con- estimated 
land struction cost 


Connecticut: Niantic 

Hawaii: Kekaha, Kauai 

Idaho: Pocatello-. 

Michigan: Ortonville area 

ers ws re reeseosebans miieigioeearianraiganiowidearaentaliaatelia as fe 
Missouri: De Kalb 

Montana: Billings. 

Oregon: La Grande 


8 
np 


3} 
2% 


- 


~ 
“39 
PAPAS AP 


g | Sesseugs | 


| 


een el 


: 


Texas: Camp Bowie (Brownwood) 
Subtotal for weekend training sites_._.. 
Subtotal for other than weekend training sites 


Grand total 
Roundoff 


HEADQUARTERS 36TH INFANTRY DrvIsIoN, 
Texas NATIONAL GUARD, 
OFrFIcE OF THE COMMANDING GENERAL, 
April 22, 1957. 
In re National Guard armory construction. 
Senator Lynpon B. Jonnson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Lynpon: As you know, for several years Congress has made available 
certain appropriations to the Department of the Army for the purpose of con- 
structing National Guard armories throughout the United States. Citizens in 
the various communities in Texas and elsewhere have assisted in the purchase of 
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the armory sites or the local city or county government has donated same. for the 
purpose of this construction. As an example, at Bonham, Tex., the site was 
urchased by public subscription, and it is my understanding that Speaker Sam. 
ayburn donated $100 toward this enterprise.‘ In Coleman, Tex., for example, 
the city and county government made a very fine tract available ta the National 
Guard for a site. 

Because of your aggressive and effective interest in the National Guard and 
in the armory construction program, I am soliciting your help in connection with. 
the appropriations for fiscal 1958. 

We in the National Guard are seriously concerned over the fact that the fiscal 
1958 budget. limits the National Guard construction to $17 million, which is 
about 50 percent of what it-should be. 

Many States have been slow in getting their Federal matching funds, but our 
information is that 40 States have matching funds totaling approximately $29 
million. In Texas we have all of the matching funds necessary to complete our 
armory program. I do not feel that we should be penalized because Congress 
does not make available enough of these funds to carry out this program. Ac- 
cordingly, I am urgingly recommending to you that you do all within your power 
to see that the appropriation for fiscal 1958 is increased to $33 million. Even 
that will not go far among 40 or 45 States, but if we are to keep faith with the citi- 
zens of the communities who have spent their money and their time in securing 
these armory sites upon representation that armories would be constructed, then 
it is my feeling that the appropriation should be accordingly increased as above- 
indicated. 

Anything that you can do in this connection will be greatly appreciated. TI 
know of Speaker) Rayburn’s interest in this matter because I have. discussed it 
with him and I am writing him a similar letter. 

With kindest personal regards, I remain 

Sincerely your friend, 


Cari L. PHINNEY, 
Major General, TNG. 


POLICY ON HALF-UNIT ARMORIES 


Chairman Hayprn. What is the present policy of the Department 
of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget in regard to the one-half 
unit armories? 

General Sputer. Mr. Chairman, the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee did not like the name “‘one-half unit armory”; so I am pleased 
to advise this committee that we have changed it to ‘‘one-unit (comma) 
modified United States AAT Reserve Centers.”’ So speaking in 


answer to your question, sir, late in June, that is, the last month of 
the last fiscal year, the Bureau of the Budget announced that they 
approved the construction of. these type armories, in principle. 
Therefore we feel that we have got them now on the road; whereas 
up to that time, Mr. Chairman, we were not allowed to do any of 
them, by the Bureau of the Budget’s policy. 


STATUS OF RESERVE ARMORY AT LA MOURE, N. DAK. 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Young has asked me to inquire as to 
what the status of the Reserve armory at La Moure, N. Dak., is. 
Or do you plan to construct an armory there? 

General Sauter. Mr. Chairman, the request for a one unit, modi- 
fied—may I point out again this is the old one-half unit armory—for 
La Moure, N. Dak., was submitted with justification sheet dated 
April 4, 1956. The 330th Quartermaster Company, with an author- 
ized strength of 149 and actual strength of 27, was used as the troop 
basis to justify this project. This project is included in the proposed 
fiscal year 1958 construction program, which is still being reviewed 
by the Department of Defense. This project must be approved by 
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the Department of Defense after consultation with the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the House before further 
action can be taken by the Department of the Army. 

The current assigned strength of the unit in La Moure is 42. This is 
below the 50 required in order to qualify for construction. 

However, we feel confident, sir, that that strength will come up to 
50, and in the meantime representatives of the Chief of Military 
District Headquarters, Fifth Army, and the Department of the Army 
have made a site selection trip to La Moure for planning purposes, and 
a specific site has been approved for planning purposes. So you 
will find that item listed in the list that I have provided. 


MATCHING FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR ARMORY CONSTRUCTION 


Chairman Haypen. The assertion has been made that some 40 
States have matching funds for National Guard armory construction 
totaling Sppotministety $29 million. 

On page 5 of the justifications it is indicated that only $20 million is 
being planned to obligate in 1958, although there will be the un- 
obligated carryover of over $16 million. 

The question is, Do you need more appropriations in order to match 
the funds the States have already provided? 

I am asking this question because of a letter referred to me by 
Senator Johnson which comes from the commanding general of the 
Texas National Guard, Carl L. Phinney. 

General SHuter. The answer to that is ‘“Yes,’’ we would need more 
funds, if we matched all the funds the States have available. 

However, that would then exceed the approved program. 

We have a program, sir, of $55 million, direct obligation, to be 
made im this category; that is, Army Reserve and guard, for fiscal year 
1958. 

What I am saying is, sir, that if we matched all the State money 
with additional Federal money, we would then of course exceed that 
program, if we put it into execution. 

But in answer to your question, we cannot match, with the Federal 
funds in this request, all of the State funds. 

Chairman Haypen. Did you request the Budget Bureau for money 
to match, and were you turned down? 

General Suuter. No, sir. I do not think we ever requested the 
money to match the complete State funds available. We do it on the 
best look at the needs we can make. Then the Budget has a size 
fiscal structure that we are allowed to come in under. 


MINNESOTA PROJECTS 


Senator Turse. I note here under this type of armory, to be found 
on page 2 of the listing, that east St. Paul, west St. Paul, southwest 
St. Paul, and Minneapolis, are listed, Redwood Falls for 1-unit 
rehabilitation, Duluth 6-plus units, Stillwater 2-plus units, and also 
White Bear Lake. That is your Minnesota listing. 

Now, that does not refer to Cannon Falls; it does not refer to 
Paynesville, nor the town of Buffalo, nor Duluth, Minn., or New 
Prague, Winthrop, and Kenyon. As to those projects in those towns 
that I have just listed, there bas been considerable correspondence 
between myself and those cities, and also with the Defense Depart- 
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ment. It would help me, just as the chairman was referring to the 
question for Senator Young, if I had some specific answer. 

General Suuter. Are those all National Guard armories, or have 

ou included both National Guard and Reserve in your list of towns? 
ca asking because there is a list under the Reserve, as you may not 
have noticed yet. 

Let me call off the towns: International Falls, Le Sueur, New 
Prague, Winona, and Worthington. 

You did not have those in mind? 

Senator Tuys. I had New Prague. 

General Suuter. That is the USAR training center. 

Senator Tyr. So you have the two lists. You have those under 
Reserve unit training, and you have what is referred to as the National 
Guard, national armories which your State guard uses. 

General Sauter. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Senator Toyz. But you have a list here of those that would be for 
Reserve training? 

General Suuter. Those, too. Now, may I do this for you, Senator? 
I have in the record the names of the towns you cite. 

Senator Turn. Yes, sir. 

General Suuter. I would like to furnish for you in the record a 
résumé of the status of each of those. Because I do not have that 
now. I have two of them, I see, here, but I would rather furnish it 
complete if I may, sir. 

Senator Toye. It would be most helpful. Of course, we are getting 
right into the specifies here, and under the two tabulations you have 
here the type of armory, and in the cities of Minnesota there was 
east St. Paul, west St. Paul, south St. Paul, Duluth, Stillwater, White 
Bear, and Redwood Falls. 

General Suter. Those are all National Guard, sir. 

Senator Turn. Yes, sir. And then you have these other towns 
which I have referred to, and Cannon Falls, which I know is approved, 
but I did not find any mention of it here. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. I will be glad to furnish you the infor- 
mation, sir, for the record. 

Of course, that may be in a reprograming action, which would ex- 
plain why it is not on this list. But we can furnish that. 

Senator Tarr. Thank you. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

The status of facilities for the communities which were mentioned is as follows: 

1, Buffalo, Minn.—A one-unit (modified) USARC is currently being considered 
in the Department of the Army for reprograming action. 

2. Cannon Falls, Minn.—A one-unit (modified) USARC was approved by the 
Department of Defense for this community after consultation with the congres- 
sional Armed Services Committees. This project is ready to be advertised for 
coastruction contract as soon as the Department of Defense releases the current 
limitation on obligation of funds carried over from fiscal year 1957. 

3. Duluth, Minn.—A three-unit USARC is under study for this city, however, 
the assigned strength has not reached the 50 percent of authorized strength 
required to qualify the project for approval of construction. This project wilh 


be reviewed, and if at a later date the assigned strength so warrants, it will be 
included in a future program. 
There is a proposed Army National Guard armory rehabilitation project for 
the city of Duluth which does appear on the lists mentioned, This is a project 
to rehabilitate an existing 6-plus unit facility. 
4. Kenyon, Minn.—A one-unit (modified) USARC is anticipated to be included 
for this community in the fiscal year 1959 construction program. 


93207—57——19 
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5. New Prague, Minn.—A proposed one-unit (modified) USARC for New 
arog appears on the fiscal year 1958 list. It is on the list of Army Reserye 
facilities. 

6. Paynesville, Minn.—A request for approval of a one-unit (modified) USARC 
for this community was submitted to the Department of Defense on May 16, 
1957. After review by the Department of Defense, this project must be submit- 
ted to the congressional Armed Services Committees for consultation before fina] 
approval can be granted. 

7. Winthrop, Minn.—A request for approval of a one-unit (modified) USARC 
was forwarded to the Department of Defense as of July 31, 1957. After review 
and consultation similar to that required for the Paynesville, Minn., project, 
final approval may be granted. 
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NONARMORY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Senator EiitenpErR. I notice you have here, ‘“nonarmory construc- 
tion program.’’ Does that consist of shops and things of that char- 
acter in contrast to buildings? 

General Suuter. Any facility that directly supports the training or 
administration in the armory is counted in the armory part, Senator. 
Now, anything that does not, like a rifle range or a motor vehicle 
storage building, or something of that nature, is funded 100 percent 
Government cost, whereas in the armory you have the split funding 
responsibility. 

ORIGINAL PROGRAMING REQUEST 


Senator SatronstTa.Lu. If everybody is through, I would like to ask 
Mr. Bacon or General Shuler this question, so that it will be clear in 
my mind. Was the original programing request for the Army 
$373,789,000? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Senator SatronsTaLuL. And the House permitted you $373,636,000? 

General SuutEr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SatronsrauL. And that $153,000 of reduction you are not 
asking any reclamation? 





CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS ON REAL ESTATE ACQUISITIONS 






General SHuLer. Senator Saltonstall, this is a very difficult 
thing for me to talk about, because it is like the chicken and the egg. 
As you know, sir, the two Armed Services Committees have a require- 
ment to clear certain real estate acquisitions even after they have 
been authorized and your committee and the House Committee on 
Appropriations have approved them. 

Now, the House Committee on Appropriations chose to say that 
they would not allow us to place in the funding plan any real-estate 

roject that had not been completely cleared by the two Armed 

ervices Committees under that system. So I do not know where 
we stand, sir. Because if the two Armed Services Committees have 
not cleared under the title VI requirement, and the Appropriations 
Committees won’t allow us to put it in the funding plan, it sort of 
leaves it out in the cold on the funding plan. They took the same 
action with all three services, so they did not discriminate against 
anyone. 

Senator SatronsTaLu. That program has not been approved yet 
by the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

General Suuter. That is true, but neither has any other item yet, 
as of now. 
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Senator SarronstaLL. Now, the House approved a funding pro- 
gram, then, of $373,636,000. The budget estimate submitted was 
$325 million is that correct? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Senator SauronstaLL. And the House approved $305 million? 

General Souter. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SatronsTaLu. And of that, there was $297,039,000 in new 
projects? 

General SHuLER. New authorizations. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. New authorizations. And the balance was 
money put into old authorizations. Is that correct? 

General SHuter. No, sir. It is correct except in one mstance. 
And that is that the $12,625,000—I am sorry, sir; that also is prior 
authorization, on the family housing. So your statement is correct, 
sir. 

Senator SALTonsTaALL. Let us scratch off that part of the answer, 
then. 

What I am coming at is this. As I understand it you can spend, 
under the House authorization, $305 million on projects which have 
a total funding of $373,636,000. Is that correct? 





CARRYOVER FUNDS 

























General Suuer. That is right, sir, but that is not the limit. In 
other words, they also allow us, Senator Saltonstall, to use the carry- 
over money to add to the $305 million. 

Senator SauronsTaLLt. How much is the carryover money? 

General Sauter. The House states that the uncommitted carryover 
money, sir, is $53 million—we stated it was $36 million, sir, because 
we did not know at the time we were up there what our final obliga- 
tions were for fiscal year 1957. But we now have a later report. 
And according to the rules that the House used in marking up the 
bill, they have given us a carryover—I want to be sure of this, sir, 
because this is the key to the whole thmg—lI believe their figure, sir, 
was $53. million. -Ours was $36 million. 

Senator SALronstaLL. Then if you are going to use the figure of 
$305 million which the House gave you in new money, you have got 
to use their figure of $53 million in old money to give credence to their 
program? 

General Souter. That is right, sir. 

Senator SatronsTaLi. And their program would be $358 million. 
So that you have $358 million to spend on a $373,636,000 authorized 
funding program. 


General Suvuter. That is correct, sir. 





ISSUES BEFORE THE COMMITTEE 









Senator SALTONSTALL. So that this committee has got. to decide: 
one, whether it agrees with the House funding program, and, second, 
whether it wants to give you all of $358 million or not. Those are the 
two issues before this committee. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. And, of course, the difference between 
the 305 and the 358 is a carryover. I agree with you, sir, that you 
could deny us the use of it, but it is not new appropriated money. It 
is carryover. 
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Senator SALToNsTALL. So assuming that that figure is correct and 
is found to be correct by this committee, our issue, then, is to decide 
how much of the $373,636,000 we authorize you to spend on the 
ns and then whether to give you $305 million of new money to 

0 it? 

General Sauter. That is right, sir. 

Senator Sauronstatu. Thank you very much. That helps me. 

General Suuter. May I add one thing, sir. 


RECLAMA ACTION LETTER 


As I pointed out previously, we are sending a letter to this com- 
mittee this afternoon in a reclama action on the $20 million that is 
indicated to be cut by the House Appropriations Committee. In 
other words, to your figure, Senator, you would add $20 million in 
each case, that is, to the $305 and to the $358. 

Senator SatronsTatu. Well, if we give you what you want. 

General Souter. That is right. I just wanted to explain that that 
was coming in, sir. 

Senator SatronsTaLu. Well, if we give you what you want, it is 
really giving you more money than the House gave you authorizations. 
So that I would think you would have to put in your reclama for 
$153,000. 

It would mean $378 million, if you added the $20 million on which 
you were reclamaing. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir, but the point on the reclama, as I stated 
before, and probably did not state clearly enough, is that we would 
like to add $10 million for Okinawa land and $3 million for access 
roads, to just. explain $13 million of the $20 million. 

Now, that would be additional money, and also we would have to 
add that to the funding plan. That is our proposition. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I see. 


REPROGRAMING ACTION 


General Suuuer. I have one more short action, sir, which I can file 
for the record, or whatever the chairman pleases. 

It is a reprograming action of $10,983,000 of authorization from 
Japan to Line of Communications, France, and the letter is before this 
committee. 

Chairman Haypren. General McGowan and General Palladino had 
statements. 

General McGowan is for the National Guard, and General Palladino 
for the Army Reserve and ROTC. 

Would they like to file statements? 


PREPARED STATEMENTS 


General McGowan. I would like to, sir. 
Chairman Haypen. Very well. 
(The statements referred to follow:) 


Statement By Maj. Gen. D. W. McGowan, Cuier, Army Drviston 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen; I welcome the opportunity to report on the scope of 
the National Guard construction program, the construction progress to date, and 
future requirements, by projects and by dollar requirements for armories and other 
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facilities. I would first like to cover the armory requirement. I have several 
charts that I will use to illustrate our armory construction program. 


Cuart No. 1 


GROWTH 
THE NAT'L GUARD HAS NEARLY DOUBLED ITS SIZE SINCE 1939 


UNITS INCREASE 82% STRENGTH INCREASES II7% 


UNITS . * STRENGTH 


FF This chart shows the number of units and strengths of the National Guard 
prior to World War II, and compares them with the number of units and strengths 


on March 31, 1957. The growth depicted on this chart was the factor which 
necessitated a federally supported National Guard armory construction program. 
The bars on the left reflect the 82 percent increase in the number of units, and,the 
bars on the right show the 117 percent increase in strength. 


CuHart No. 2 


NATIONAL GUARD ARMORY CONSTRUCTION 
50% OF ARMORY CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENT MET THRU FISCAL '57. 


REQUIREMENT ~ CONSTRUCTED TO BE CONSTR. 
(52 THRU 57) (58 FORWARD) 
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Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. Cramer, then Chief, National Guard Bureau stated in 
testimony before the Senate Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services 
on March 23, 1949, that in surveying existing State owned armories, approxi- 
mately 1,000 were then considered adequate, and 500 more required rehabilitation 
and expansion. About 1,500 new armories were required to be built in a future 
armory construction program, bringing the estimated total Armory requirement to 
approximately 3,000 structures. 

Further studies incident to a federally supported armory construction program 
resulted in only slight modification of the initial requirement established by the 
early surveys. Accordingly, 2,780 was set as the total armory requirement. 
Nine hundred and sixteen of the existing State owned armories were considered 
adequate, leaving 1,864 armories to be expanded or constructed as shown in blue 
on this chart. 

As of June 30, 1957, the 932 armories shown in red were constructed or placed 
under contract. 

The deficit of 932 yet to be constructed from fiscal 1958 forward, is shown in 
hatched red. 

Carryover funds from fiscal 1957 will support 47 additional armories, therefore; 
to recapitulate, of the construction requirement of 1,864 projects, 53 percent have 
a appropriated for, leaving 47 percent to be appropriated for in fiscal 1958 and 
ater years. 

Armory appropriations of $16 million for fiscal 1957, brought the total armory 
spo fiscal 1952 through fiscal 1957, to $92 million. A transfer of $6 
million from nonarmory to the armory program increased this availability to $98 
million. Obligations in fiscal 1957 for 195 projects are estimated at $26.7 million. 
This would leave an unobligated balance in fiscal 1957, of $6.3 million to carry 
over into fiscal 1958. 


Cuart No. 3 


ARMORY CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 
$151 MILLION IS THE REMAINING APPROPRIATION REQUIREMENT 


1952 APPROP. REMAINING 
$ REQMNT 52-57 $ REQMNT 


$151 million remains to be appropriated by the Congress to complete th 
armory construction requirement. 

This chart shows in blue the estimated Federal contribution of $249 million 
toward the construction of the 1952 armory requirement. The gray bar shows 
that appropriations by the Congress to include fiscal 1957 total $98 million. 


The red bar shows the remaining requirement of $151 million yet to be 
appropriated. 
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Cuart No. 4 


ARMORY CONSTRUCTION OBLIGATIONS 


17 MILLION DOLLAR FISCAL 58 REQUEST WILL PROVIDE FOR li6 ARMORY © 
PROJECTS, 


54 55 56 57 58 


This next chart graphically portrays armory construction obligations from 
fiscal 1953 through fiscal 1958 under the provisions of the National Defense 
Facilities Act of 1950 as amended. Actual obligations are shown in solid blue and 
estimated obligations in hatched blue. The fiscal 1957 bar shows estimated obli- 
gations of $26.7 million. 

Obligations have progressed from a low of $6 million in fiscal 1953 to a high of 
$26.2 million in fiscal 1956, and an estimated obligation of $26.7 million for 
fiscal 1957. 

The budget request of $17 million for fiscal 1958 will construct 116 armory 


projects. This is slightly more than half of our fiscal 1957 construction 
performance. 
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Cuart No. 5 


NON ARMORY CONSTRUCTION 
$101 MILLION REQUIRED FOR 6 TYPES OF FACILITIES 


TOTAL ORGAFLD USP&FO TANK FIELD AIRCRAFT WKND& 
REQMT MAINT OFFICES 8 VEH_ TING HANGERS RANGE 
SHOPS & WHSES STORAGE FACIL. FACIL 


The nonarmory program includes construction and rehabilitation of logistical 
and training facilities. Progress to date has been unsatisfactory. This chart 
shows the requirement for fiscal 1958 forward of $101 million. 

The requirement for maintenance shops is $52.6 million or 52 percent of the 
total: Offices and warehouses for the USP&FO, $25.8 million; the remaining 
requirements total $22.6 million. 

The nonarmory construction appropriation for fiscal 1957 nonarmory projects 
was $4 million. Also available was a carryover of $10.3 million from fiscal 1956 
for a total availability of $14.3 million in fiscal 1957, of which $6 million has been 
transferred to armory construction resulting in a revised nonarmory availability 
of $8.3 million. Obligations in fiscal 1957 for 33 projects are estimated at $2.3 
million. This will leave an unobligated balance in the nonarmory program of $6 
million to carry over into fiscal 1958, sufficient to construct 93 nonarmory projects. 

The fiscal 1958 appropriation request of $3 million for nonarmory projects, 
plus the fiscal 1957 carryover will provide fund availability in fiscal 1958 of $9 
million. 


STaTeEMENT BY Mays. Gen. Ravpa A. Patiapino, Curer, Unitep States ARMY 
RESERVE AND ROTC Arrarrs oN Miuitary Construction, ARMY RESERVE 
ForcrEs 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I am Major General Palladino, Chief of Army Re- 
serve and ROTC Affairs. Let me say first that I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before this subcommittee in defense of the Army Reserve construction 
budget for fiscal year 1958. I assumed the duties of Chief of Army Reserve and 
ROTC Affairs on August 1, 1957. Prior to this assignment, I was a member of 
the General Staff Committee on National Guard and Reserve Policy of the Office 
of the Chief of Staff, United States Army and commanded the 94th Infantry 
Division, USAR in Massachusetts from 1946 until I assumed my present duties. 
As you are probably aware, Major General Lindeman, my predecessor, received 
orders to assume command of the 8th Infantry Division in Europe. It will be 
difficult to equal the superior accomplishments of General Lindeman, but I be- 
lieve sincerely in the Reserve program and I am determined to strive continually 
to work toward a strong and combat-ready Army Reserve and a productive Re- 
serve Officers Training Corps. 
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I would like to tell you about the advances we have made in the Army Reserve 
construction program, beginning with a brief report on the progress we have 
made to date under Public Law 783, 81st Congress, as amended. As you know 
this law was enacted in fiscal year 1951. During the period fiscal years 1951 and 
1952, 45 training centers were completed from funds which were made available 
under Public Law 218. On this chart, you will notice that under Public Law 783 
there were 31 construction starts in fiscal year 1953. There were only 10 in fiscal 
year 1954 and 16 in fiscal year 1955. During fiscal year 1956, we had 58 and in 
fiscal year 1957 we had 66. In addition, 36 additional projects were released for 
bid advertising prior to June 30, 1957, although the contracts could not be final- 
ized by the end of the fiscal year. These are to be awarded early in fiscal year 
1958. Summing up under Public Law 783, we have a total of 217 centers com- 
pleted, under construction, or scheduled for award from available funds. Adding 
the 45 which were completed under the provision of Public Law 218; we have a 
total of 262. 

For fiscal year 1958, we plan to award 100 or more new contracts. 

This next chart gives you a brief summation of the status of our construction 
funds. You will notice that by the end of fiscal year 1956, we had obligated 
approximately $32 million of the $35 million which had been appropriated under 
the provisions of Public Law 783, 8ist Congress, as amended. At the end of 
fiscal year 1957, we had obligated an estimated total of $54 million of the accu- 
mulative total of $70 million appropriated through fiscal year 1957. The total 
estimated obligation for fiscal year 1957 is approximately $21,500,000, which will 
leave us a carry-over to fiscal year 1958 of approximately $16 million. This carry- 
over is required to fund additional approved projects which have already been 
released for bid advertising at an estimated cost of $9 million from fiscal year 
1957 and prior years; and it also will provide support for the unobligated com- 
mitments, such as pay of inspector personnel, support of land acquisition and 
advance design of the fiscal year 1958 program. 

Last year, gentlemen, we told this committee that Department of the Army was 
in the process of developing new standard plans for the United States Army 
Reserve centers. I am pleased to report that plans for the one-unit (modified) 
(100 man), previously referred to as the one-half unit training center, and the one- 
unit (200 man) expanded from the one-unit (modified) center are completed and 
available to the district engineers. I have with me two colored renderings of 
these centers. This first one is the one-unit (modified) United States Army 
Reserve Center with its maintenance ship, and the second one is the one-unit 
(modified) United States Army Reserve Center expanded to a one-unit, showing 
the expansion of the basic building and the addition of the assembly hall. We 
have placed four of the one-unit (modified) centers under contract as of June 30, 
1957 and additional ones are scheduled for award during fiscal year 1958. 

The Department of the Army has been concerned, as you probably know, in 
doing everything possible to reduce the lead time for construction so vitally needed 
by the reservists. We have made very thorough studies of our methods and by 
revising some staffing procedures and improving methods, we have made progress 
in this field. 

We believe these improvements will result in cutting the average lead time from 
24 months to 18 months. 

This concludes my statement on the Army Reserve construction program. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Chairman Haypen. We stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow, 
when we will take up the Navy. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Wednesday, August 7, 1957, a recess 
was taken until 10 a. m., Thursday, August 8, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 8, 1957 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender, Nouns: and Thye. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Muurrary Construction, Navy 


STATEMENTS OF FRED A. BANTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY (MATERIAL); REAR ADM. ROBERT H. MEADE, CEC, USN, 
CHIEF, BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS; CAPT. JOHN W. AILES, 
Ill, USN, DIRECTOR; SHORE ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTE- 
NANCE DIVISION, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; 
WILFRED P. TIENCKEN, SENIOR REAL ESTATE CONSULTANT, 
BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS; CAPT. KENNETH J. SANGER, 
USN, HEAD, SHORE ESTABLISHMENT PROGRAM BRANCH, 
AVIATION PLANS DIVISION, OFFICE OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS (AIR); AND REAR ADM. WILLIAM G. COOPER, 
USN, DEPUTY COMPTROLLER 


Program and financing 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


Program by activities: 
1, Continental $263, 832, 137 | $276,000,000 | $270, 000, 000 
2. Overseas ~ 132, 000, 000 65, 000, 000 
Financing Total obligations 415, 714, 137 | 408, 000, 000 
an: 
Unobligated balance brought forward —158, 880, 810 |—185, 794, 973 


Unobligated balance transferred (70 Stat. 678) from— 
‘*Marine Corps stock fund”’ —35, 000, 000 
“Navy stock fund” — 200, 000, 000 

Unobligated balance carried forward 177, 794, 973 


Appropriation 165, 000, 000 
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Obligations by objects 

















Object classification 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 






Total number of permanent positions__....-...-.-.-.--.-i.--, 
Average number of all employees. ..-......--.-------.-------- 
Number of employees at end of year.._..........--..-.------- 






Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary.........ciiil..8.22UUA... £4 $5, 220 
a a a GS-6.9 
Ungraded positions; Average salary.:...........-.-.--.--- $3, 7 







GSs-6.9 
$3, 787 














01 Personal services: 

ig. og ea hla lattices $9, 569, 833 
Regular pay above 52-week base. ..._...........--.--- 37, 57 
Payment above basic rates___.....-- POE ASE RS 697, 097 





$11, 979, 585 







Total personal services_.......-. 





































02 Travel _..... seats thonsosraela 600, 000 
03 Transportation of things_.........- 1, 700, 000 
Oe eT on ss etbeeriineimanene 100, 000 
en I BOT PRONE... cui anicecandnbbeweuwqdemdliciainn 200, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction. -.-...--2-2. 22-2. e eles ,0 75, 000 
ae a A ee eS SO . 2, 449, 102 2, 000, 000 
08 Supplies and materials................--- white tapiiehibita tie atedubis 10, 082, 737 ‘. 10, 000, 000 
I oa ke ance nctiebcnnaieiak became 10, 614, 619 13, 000, 000 11, 000, 000 
10 Lends and structures......0/.5-....20i Jl 376,084,445 | 362, 361, 787 294, 087, 968 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution to 

OE oo ctitetecgniberhenet<<terenleeaeg apenas dite sean 611, 000 
15 ‘Taxes and assessments... ...............2..2..4-45--.----- 53, 416 54, 500 











Total, Department of the Navy........-.-....--......-- 412, 217, 727 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 






















Total number of permanent positions...............-..-......}.-..---..-.--- 
Average number of all employees... -......-......-..--..-.--.. 4 
Number of employees at end of year. ...............-.-....-.. 0 






Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 

BIUTERO GRIEG bn th Sonistaddncicrctdutoa bibosicccve $4, 424 

AWOCENS SIRO, epee erepsescevescetgpepeyp anmmasens GS-6. 9 









Personal services: 


PUSTIEMOTIS DEMING, (6. 2 on cece cbecnsectbdideduduwecctelecbbéséubcowsow!~ +O, GBF lecedeuecsdiuas 
Positions other than permanent...................---. $18, BOE bacccspasqaseuh-o-cpaneoguees 
PEPER SHOWS MEGS TENE. .. nds cnddeccintesesscccupddebbeeseuébot* | “10D 4Wccicccnddess 






Total personal services......c<ccccccccecccnseccdssebs 
Travel 


Communication services-- 
Rents and utility services 
Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services 
EEE tin, el inn oara/ennts ep apenindh cial etemanieaboameimiacneamite:apmreniibenaiaee 
I renare oo cascencacscubaonaions pee: 
aI lsc sncimvencniishakesd barge ehictsiaitssetccissiculeiihcl aainbingtinin een aa 


Sa2E8 





3 

















Total, Department of Commerce...........-...---.---- 89, 101 1, 138, 165 











ALLOCATION TO TREASURY DEPARTMENT 






OT ca in cash pietalatiibestiiaiiae Ac teschbeiastnsaiaeitneaaciniai 
103 Lands and structures---_.- Berta naeite ceed 


‘Total, Treeee sy Leer GONe sn wesc cewcccceccccccec| | GUUS focaténene <tanns breeuebecuanan 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
OG?’ Other contractunl services... :.-.--. 2.2, 55 .-2..2...-.2- 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 






Total number of permanent positions. _..................----.. 
Average number of all employees_-.-.-....................-.-..- 7 
Number of employees at end of year. ...............-..-.-.-.- 14 7 









Average saiaries and grades: 
General schedule zrades: 
I cic seic ciecicnsinacarcicartbabpinechapeaeinabniareiaeieieiinlamtinis cee $5, 536 (——- 

III: usc wsiicintnebchoomniin tances ininiessianasaristi tite GS-7.6 GO-7.6 | ...ccssseceu 
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Obligations: by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Ccontinued 


a Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Regular pay above 52-week base 
Payment above basic rates 


Total personal services 
Travel. 5 
Transport: ation of things. ‘ 
Communication services 
Printing and reproduction 
Other contractual services 
Supplies and materials 
Lands and structures 
‘Taxes and assessments 


SSssseEes 


Total, Department of the Army 
ALLOCATION TO AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 
(07: Other contractual services 


Total obligations 415, 714, 137 


Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation , $335, 000, 000 
Balance brought forward: 
Sogbliees.: 7 i . , 177, 794, 973 


415, 821, 861 
Unobligated balance transferred (70 ‘Stat. . 678) ‘from: 
“Marine Corps stock fund” 
“Navy stock fund” 


Total budget authorizations available 


EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures: 
Out of current authorizations 
Out of prior authorizations 335, 000, 000 
Total expenditures 347, 000, 000 375, 000, 000 
Balance carried forward: 
177, 794, 973 177, 794, 973 
415, 821, 861 375, 821, 861 


940, 616, 834 928, 616, 834 


APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Chairman Hayprn. The committee will be in order. 

Military construction, Navy: The Navy is requesting $335 million 
for military construction in fiscal year 1958. This compares to the 
$400 million made available to the Navy in 1957, $165 million by 
appropriation, $35 million by transfer from the Marine Corps stock 
fund and $200 million by transfer from the Navy stock fund. 

The House committee has recommended an appropriation of $265 
million, a reduction of $70 million under the estimate. 

We will now hear from Assistant Secretary of the Navy Mr. I’. A. 
Bantz, who will highlight the program. Mr. Bantz? 

Mr, Banrz. With your permission, I will read a very short state- 
ment which has to do with the matter you just spoke about. 
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GENERAL STaTEMENT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate very 
much the opportunity to appear before you in support of the Navy’s 
request for $335 million in fiscal year 1958 to finance the military 
construction program of the Navy and Marine Corps. We are asking 
for this amount in order to finance the 1958 program and to finance 
ees authorized projects for which no funds are presently 
available. 


SUMMARY OF PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 


Before our other witnesses present our appropriation request in 
detail, I am presenting the following tabulation which summarizes the 
Navy’s administration of the appropriation ‘Military construction, 
Navy” during fiscal year 1957 and our forecast of obligations for 
fiscal year 1958: 


Unobligated balance, July 1, 1956 $185, 794, 973 
Plus appropriation for fiscal year 1957 


’ ’ 


Total available in fiscal year 1957 585, 794, 973 
Less obligations fiscal year 1957 408, 000, 000 


Unobligated balance, June 30, 1957 177, 794, 973 
Plus appropriation request, fiscal year 1958 


Total estimated amount available fiscal year 1958 512, 794, 973 
Less estimated obligations fiscal year 1958 


Estimated unobligated balance, June 30, 1958 177, 794, 973 


Other representatives of the Department are available to discuss 
the appropriation request in detail. 


HOUSE ACTION 


The House Appropriations Committee has recommended an appro- 
priation of $265 million for ““Military construction, Navy,” a reduction 
of $70 million in the budget request. This reduction is based upon 
the committee’s assumption that $70 million of the total carryover of 
approximately $178 million is surplus to the needs of prior year pro- 
grams, and hence is available for the fiscal year 1958 construction 
program. 

The result of the House action would be to sharply reduce the carry- 
over into fiscal year 1959 to $108 million. The Navy considers that 
a carryover of about $175 million is normal and necessary to the 
continued progress of its military construction program. Therefore, 
we are requesting of this committee full restoration of the reduction 
recommended by the House in this appropriation. 

Chairman Haypen. Do you have any questions, Senator? 

Senator Ture. No, sir; I have no questions. 

Seat Haypen. Admiral Cooper is the next witness on this 
subject. 

Admiral Coorrr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the Department of the Navy is submitting for your consideration 
today two appropriation requests. 

The first is the appropriation “Military construction, Navy,” for 
which in fiscal year 1958 we are requesting new obligational authority 
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in the amount of $335 million, to be applied to a construction funding 
program totaling $386,195,000, as submitted. 

o review briefly this continuing appropriation, for fiscal year 1956 
the Navy received an appropriation of $443 million to be applied to 
funding program totaling $606 million. 

For fiscal year 1957 the new obligational authority amounted to 
$400 million and the Appropriations Committees limited the funding 
program to $585.6 million. This funding list has allowed the Navy a 
degree of flexibility in selecting its most urgently required projects 
for the support of the operating forces and current program objectives. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE FORCES 


The second appropriation request is for ‘Military construction, 
Naval Reserve Forces.”’ This appropriation provides for the con- 
struction of training facilities for the Navy and Marine Corps Reserve 
components. In the President’s budget the Navy included a request 
for $10 million in new obligational authority. The House committee 
approved the Reserve construction program for fiscal year 1958 but 
deleted the new obligational authority requested. We are not asking 
for restoration, as sufficient money is available to fund our planned 
obligations. 

LORAN STATIONS 


A third request to be submitted today is “Loran stations, Depart- 
ment of Defense,” in the amount of $5,500,000. Although this is a 
Department of Defense “‘interservice activity” rather than a Navy 
program, it is eae at this time in the hearing because the Navy 


is responsible for a considerable portion of the requirement for Loran 
stations. As Secretary Bryant mentioned earlier, this is a Depart- 
ment of Defense program, the execution of which is carried out by 
the United States Coast Guard. The House committee approved 
this request as submitted. 

Captain Ailes, Director of the Shore Establishment and Mainte- 
nance Division, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, will speak in 
more detail on “Military construction, Navy.” 

Rear Admiral Taylor, Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for 
Naval Reserve, will speak on the second appropriation, ‘Military 
construction, Naval Reserve Forces.” 

Rear Admiral Meade, Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, is 
present to answer any questions on the execution of these Navy 
programs. 

Captain Alexander of the Coast Guard is the principal witness for 
“Loran stations, Department of Defense.” 

Senator Tuy (presiding). Senator Young, do you have any 
questions? 

Senator Youna. No, sir; I have no questions. 

Senator Torr. The next witness will be Captain Ailes. 

Captain Artes. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I'am Capt. John W. Ailes, Director of the Shore Establishment 
‘Development and Maintenance Division and senior member of the 
Chief of Naval Operations’ Shore Station Development Board. 
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CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM OBJECTIVE 


The overall objective of this program is to maintain a modern and 
balanced Naval Establishment capable of keeping the Navy’s operat- 
ing forces in a proper condition of readiness. Our operating forces 
are being modernized. To realize the full effectiveness of these im- 
provements, our shore activities must likewise be modernized. 

As a step toward achieving this objective, the Navy requested 
approval of a program this year for authorization of public works in 
the total amount of $434,500,000. After reviewing that program, the 
House of Representatives approved projects totaling $391,095,000 in 
new authorization. The Senate Armed Services Committee’s decision 
is not known at this time. 


NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 


The Navy requests $335 million in new obligational authority and 
approval of our fiscal year 1958 military construction funding program 
1D an amount of $386,195,000. Included in the latter amount are 
$312,955,500 for continental projects and $73,239,500 for overseas 
projects. Projects in the funding program which were authorized in 
previous years total $53,962,000, of which $44,691,000 had been pre- 
viously approved for funding by this committee and $8,046,000 have 
not yet been approved for funding. 


CLASSES OF FACILITIES 


There are 10 classes of facilities in the program individually spon- 
sored by a bureau or office of the Navy. The following is a list of 
these classes, the total amount of funding approval being requested 
for each, and examples of projects included therein: 

(1) Shipyard facilities, $67,629,500. Included in this class are the 
first increment for construction of the Bremerton drydock, pier and 
dredging for servicing nuclear-powered submarines at New London, 
and projects for the incremental development of the naval base at 
Subic Bay. 

(2) Fleet base facilities, $5,367,000: Included in projects of this 
class are replacement of wornout, inadequate barracks at Key West 
and bachelor officers’ quarters at Newport and provision of facilities 
for dependents in the station hospital at the isolated naval station, 
Adak, Alaska. 

(3) Aviation facilities, $195,376,200: This class comprises over half 
of our program. It includes projects for extension of runways at 14 
air stations, for tactical air navigation facilities at 10 air stations and 
optical landing systems at 22 air stations, all of which are needed for 
increased safety in operation of modern aircraft. It also includes 
guided-missile support facilities at nine air stations to provide mini- 
mum maintenance and assembly facilities during the period of tran- 
sition from conventional aircraft weapons to air-to-air guided missiles 
for land-based and carrier aircraft. The program also includes the 
second increment for the development of an east-coast and a west- 
coast station for training of the fleet in guided-missile operations. 

(4) Supply facilities, $3,628,000: In this program are proposed the 
installation of electronic processing equipment at three continental 
supply activities and replacement of deteriorated POL storage facili- 
ties at Adak. 
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(5) Marine Corps facilities, $16,462,300: Examples of projects in 
this class are the central repair-shop facilities at Barstow, Calif., for 
maintenance of combat equipment, and training and personnel facili- 
ties at Camp Lejeune, Parris Island, Quantico, and San Diego. — 

(6) Ordnance facilities, $30,445,000: A major project in this class 
is for development of the fleet ballistic missile. The program also 
includes projects at four activities for storage and processing modern 
weapons. 

(7) Service school facilities, $10,865,000: Urgent and important 
projects in this class are the first increment for an addition to the 
dormitory, Bancroft Hall, at the Naval Academy, and the final in- 
crement for recruit barracks to complete the first camp at the Great 
Lakes Training Center. 

(8) Communication facilitiés, $25,329,000: This class includes pro- 
jects for the incremental development of the Naval Communication 
Center at Stockton and the new Naval Radio Transmitter Station in 
Washington County, Maine, and projects for Naval security group 
activities at two strategic overseas locations. 

(9) Office of Naval Research facilities, $3,100,000: We are propos- 
ing to fund only one project in this class, the details of which are 
included in the classified books that have been furnished to your staff. 

(10) Yards and docks facilities, $27,993,000: Most of the projects 
in this class have navywide application, and include advance planning, 
replacement of damaged facilities, and support facilities for Capehart 
family housing. This is the last of the 10 facilities classes. 

You have before you a breakdown of the program by the classes 
which I have just mentioned, and also a breakdown by States. De- 
tailed justifications have been provided to the staff of the committee 


in three books also arranged in the order of the classes I have just 
described. 


I will be happy to answer any questions you may bave on the pro- 
gram. 


OPTICAL LANDING SYSTEMS 


Senator Torr. Captain, on page 2, are the optical landing systems 
at the 22 air stations new? 

Captain Airs. This is for the electric leads and installation of 
optical Janding equipments similar to those which we have on our 
large carriers. 

Senator Ture. It is something new. You had them installed on 
the new carriers in recent years and it has proven to be a safety feature. 
It has eliminated the hazards. 

I have read a few articles on the question. It is a safety device 
and you find that even the cost to place them at the 22 air stations is 
an economy? 

Captain Args. Yes, sir; it is. 


COST PER UNIT OF LANDING SYSTEM 


Senator Ture. What does it cost for one unit? 


Captain Artes. It varies with the installation. The average is 
about $80,000 per unit. 


Senator Tuyr. The same on land or carrier? 


93207—57——20 
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Captain Ares. It is a different installation. This calls for the 
wiring and ground installation to get signals to the mirror installation 
and to the control tower and to provide for control of the equipment. 


REQUEST FOR RESTORATIONS 






Senator Toye. Does the Navy have any statement with reference 

to a request for restoration of any of the funds reduced by the House? 
Captain Artes. Admiral Meade is prepared to speak to that. 
Senator Ture. I believe it would be well if we had that right in the 

record at this time. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Military construction, Navy (highlights of congressional submission) 










Actual, fiscal | Estimated, | Estimated, 
Funding data year 1956 fiscal year fiscal year 
1957 1958 




















Unobligated balance brought forward._.._-...........-.-..--- $158, 880,810 | $185, 794,973 | $177, 794, 973 
New obligational authority granted___.......- bacatcskiwabbank 442, 628, 300 | ' 400, 000, 000 335, 000, 000 

Sy SINCE MINI 6 ingen ome b onninnwesewsion casnigeaini lage 601, 509, 110 585, 794, 973 512, 794, 973 
Total apportioned as of end of fiscal year_..............-..---- 581, 725, 263 | 509, 000, 000 435, 000, 000 
Obligations ineurred (direct) ...............----.-.-- ee 415, 714, 137 | 408,000, 000 335, 000, 000 
SI es sb co nt San cbdabnsede cede otosees loka 255, 867,958 | 347,000, 000 375. 000, 000 


Unliquidated obligations end of year_...........-.-...-.---.-. 354, 821,861 | 415, 821, 861 360, 821, 861 



































1 $165,000,000 new money; $200,000,000 transferred from Navy stock fund; $35,000,000 transferred from 
Marine Corps stock fund. 


HOUSE ACTION 





Admiral Means. On Tuesday, August 6, the House of Represent- 
atives considered a report from the Appropriations Committee in 
which the Navy’s request for appropriations was reduced from $335 
million to $265 million. In its report, the committee expressed the 
belief that the difference of $70 million could be funded from uncom- 
mitted and unapportioned funds in that amount which were carried 
forward from fiscal year 1957, and still permit the Navy to reach the 
obligational target of $335 million established by the current Depart- 
ment of Defense financial plan. 

A $265 million appropriation, plus a carryover of $178 million 
from fiscal year 1957, results in an availability of $443 million during 
fiscal year. 1958. The obligation of $335 million during fiscal year 
1958 will leave a carryover of $108 million into fiscal year 1959. 
This is a considerably smaller carryover than in the past, and if 
normal delay is experienced in obtaining an appropriation for fiscal 
year 1959, there will ‘not be sufficient funds available to keep the 
construction program in motion during the hiatus, resulting in unac- 
ceptable costs to the Government. That is the important point, 
this is required for 1959, not 1958. 

As a matter of prudent management, therefore, we request your 
committee to grant the full appropriation request of $335 million to 
assure continuity and economy in execution of the construction 
program. The obligation for fiscal year 1958 would be the same 
under either appropriated sum, the reason for the request for restora- 
tion being solely one of insuring program continuity. 

The program to be financed by this appropriation aggregates 
$386,195,000. The House has withheld approval for funding on 
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certain line items for flight clearance land acquisition totaling 
$7,213,200. This reduces the funding program to $378,981,800. 

The Navy interposes no objection to this action because it is 
understood that when the Navy secures the approval of the Senate 
and House Armed Services Committee to proceed with these acquisi- 
tions, the House Appropriations Committee will entertain requests to 
restore these projects to the funding list. 

Senator Tuyr. Senator Young, do you have any questions? 

Senator Youne. When you say the restoration was not needed for 
1958, but it would be needed in 1959 because of the hiatus that 
existed, could that be handled by a deficiency appropriation before 
the close of 1958? 

Admiral Mxapn. It would entail additional administrative action 
and additional action by the Congress. It would be better planning 
to have the availability balances known further in advance. 

Senator Younc. The present methods of financing construction in 
all of the services, I do not believe, are satisfactory. Many Members 
of Congress feel that there are enough carryover funds to continue 
operations on the same scale as previously, 

I know that various services are cutting back very sharply because 
of the curtailment of funds. My own thinking is that we would do 
better to go back to the old contracting authority system if we are 

oing to severely cut these funds in the financing of your operations. 
s that not correct? 

Admiral Mzaps. There are those two well-known points of view. 
The basis for this submission, however, is that a carryover is required 
for continuity purposes into the coming fiscal year. First, we must 


make sure when projects are started, although only poreaty obligated, 


that we have sufficient funds available to keep t 
completely funded basis, 

Secondly, the carryover is required to enable us to continue opera- 
tions, while the Congress is acting on the funds to be made available 
for the fiscal year. For example, this is August 8, and we are still 
discussing an appropriation for fiscal year 1958. 

Under a similar situation in 1959, if no funds are available, our 
program pauses during a very important part of our construction 
year, during our best construction months, while we are waiting to 
find out whether money will be available to continue the program. 

Such things as advance planning are an important matter, and we 
have to pause awaiting the availability of funds. We feel we should 
have sufficient carryover assured to insure continuity during the 
early part of that fiscal year. 

Senator Younc. I think the continuity is absolutely essential. 


ose projects on a 


AMOUNTS DELETED FROM PROPOSED 1958 FUNDING PROGRAM 


Senator Tuyxz. I have one other item here before I turn the reins 
back to Senator Hayden, and that is a tabulation of amounts deleted 
from the proposed fiscal 1958 funding program as contained in the 
first supplemental of fiscal year 1958. Without objection, this will be 
made a part of the record, now. 

(The tabulation referred to follows:) 
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Amounts deleted from proposed fiscal year 1958 funding program as contained in 
1st supplemental, fiscal year 1958 


ens Land acquisition, Fort Worth General Depot, Tex 

avy: 
NAAS, Chase Field, Tex 
NAUX, Landing Field, Alice-Grove, Tex 
ene Cure Cee hea es UUs 
NAAB, Hingeville, Tex... 0216 Dita i soc os 2beaurui st 
NAAR, Now; Pheriag Teted- icc aca -- ads do deo eed- oe wae J 
De BO Mn Ss cand bedi ites tern eos ARPS Capers ly 
PE GT, Os ON eins on onaeh as Ssodeesqnsodeee= 
NAS, Brunswick, Maine 
NAS, Cecil Field, Fla 
NAAS, El Centro, Calif 
NAS, Chincoteague, Va 
NAS, Jacksonville, Fla 
TE, NORM. VM ee See eet id LEO. WSS EBT 
NAS, Whidbey Island; .Wash...........-....-- --.--_----.- 
Outlying Field, Whitehouse Field, Fla 
NCAAS, Beaufort, S. C 
oes RE, NR I a Nis ws mecca wns apes ink poh enn 
MCAS, El Toro, Calif 
Naval Air Development Center, Johnsville, Pa 
Naval Air Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, Calif 


Air Force: 
Otis: Are. Falmouth: 2eeeeo. <= oc ews tse te eases eres 
entre BPS, Camames Dies 6 6 okd 6 cenig ai 30S see eks 
Stewart AFB, Newbury, N. Y 
Truax Field, Madison, Wis 
Youngstown Municipal Airport, Yiena, Ohio 
Grand Bahamas AFB, British West Indies 
Laurence G, Hanscom Field, Boston, Mass 
Randolph AFB, Universal City, Tex 
Sheppard AFB, Wichita Falls, Tex 
Sewart AFB, Smyrna, Tenn 
U.S. Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, Colo 
Military Air Transport Service (OS) 
U. 8. AFE, Middle East 
Eleuthera Auxiliary AFB, British West Indies 
Various ACW locations 


17, 210, 000 


Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to see you back, sir. 

Chairman Haypsrn. Our next witness will be Rear Admiral John 
Taylor, who will present the naval construction program for the 
Navy and Marine Reserve Forces. 

This request is for $10 million. The House committee has recom- 
mended that no funds be appropriated for this item in fiscal year 1958. 
Admiral Taylor. 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE’ FORCES 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. JOHN MeN. TAYLOR, USN, ASSISTANT. 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR NAVAL RESERVE 


Program and financing 


| 1956 actual | 1957 estimate 1958 estimate 
a ee ee 


Program by activities: 
1. Aviation facilities $10, 100, 819 
2. Naval surface facilities 2, 433, 806 
3. Marine ground facilities 1, 826, 797 


Total obligations 14, 361, 422 
Financing: 
Unobligated balance brought forward —21, 696, 723 
Unobligated balance carried forward 35, 396, 701 21, 100, 701 


Appropriation 10, 000, 000 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Admiral Taytor. I have a short statement which, with your per- 
mission, I will read, or if you prefer, I can summarize it. 

Mr. Chairman, the appropriation “Military construction, Naval 
Reserve Forces,” provides funds for the support of the facilities pro- 
gram of the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve. 

Authorization for this program is contained in the National Defense 
Facilities Act of 1950, Public Law 783, 8ist Congress, as amended by 
Public Law 302, 84th Congress. This law, with its amendment, 
authorized the Secretary of Defense to provide, in an amount not to 
exceed $500 million from fiscal year 1951 to fiscal year 1958, inclusive 
for the acquisition, construction, expansion, equipment, and joint 
utilization of training facilities for the Reserve components. 

Although this authority extends through fical year 1958, there is 
at this time insufficient unfunded authorization to cover the current 
appropriation requests of the three military departments. By action 
on its bill, H. R. 7697, the House of Representatives has voted to 
extend the foregoing monetary authorization by $80 million. This 
will provide for the requirements for fiscal year 1958. 


ADDITIONAL TRAINING CENTERS PLANNED 


Inasmuch as the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve are approachin 
their ultimate authorized strengths, the requirement for additiona 
new facilities is small. We plan to add only two Naval Reserve train- 
ing centers to the total numbers which we currently have. These 
new facilities do not appear in the fiscal year 1958 request, but will 
be programed in future years. 


EXPANSION, REPLACEMENT, AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 


We do have, however, a large and extensive long-range construction 

rogram for the expansion, replacement, and improvement of existing 
acilities which have become inadequate. Most of our reserve train- 
ing facilities were procured in the years immediately following World 
War II by the erection of wartime temporary structures; the purchase, 
lease, and rehabilitation of commercial buildings; by taking over war- 
time air stations; and by leasing facilities at commercial airports. 
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Due to the deterioration of age, the expansion and growth of reserve 
units, and requirements of modern and advanced training techniques, 
many of our facilities have become obsolete. Runways must be ex- 
tended to accommodate high-performance jet aircraft. Buildings and 
facilities at air stations must be replaced or expanded, and in some 
cases training centers and entire air stations must be replaced by new 
facilities. 


























TOTAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 






Total long-range requirements for this program are estimated at 
$393 million. These are requirements which exist or can definitely be 
foreseen today. They will be funded in such annual increments as 
are compatible with a well-balanced Navy budget program. 

We are requesting your approval of the fiscal year 1958 increment 
of this program in the amount of $15 million in prejects. The current 
program includes projects for the construction of new facilities in 
some instances. However, each new facility requested will replace 
or expand an existing facility which is inadequate for the proper and 
efficient training of the reserve units in the particular locality. 

Other projects include additions and improvements at Naval Air 
Reserve stations and at training centers, plus the acquisition of real 
estate at some locations. In each land-acquisition request the neces- 
sary Defense Department approval has been obtained, and action 
has been initiated on those requiring congressional approval. 

The fiscal year 1958 submission has been carefully screened to in- 
clude only those projects of the most immediate urgency. The Armed 
Forces Reserve Act directs that adequate facilities be provided for 
the training of the Reserve components. The facilities requested in 
this submission are for the training of our paid drilling units, which are 
the most essential part of our Ready Reserve mobilization force. 

Chairman Hayprn. How many do you have throughout the United 
States now? 

TOTAL TRAINING CENTERS AND AIR STATIONS 


Admiral Taytor. We have 27 naval air stations or equivalent 
throughout the country, and we have between 500 and 600 Naval and 
Marine Corps training centers, and facilities which are very small 
centers. The latter are usually for electronics training. 

Chairman Haypen. Are they located generally along the Great 
Lakes, the Pacific, and the Atlantic coast? 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir, they are located with respect to popula- 
tion and in some cases are far inland so that we will not be denying 
the inland citizen a chance to join the Naval Reserve. When possible, 
we do, of course, locate them on water and in the larger centers we 
have a vessel associated with the center in which they can cruise on 
weekends, and take their 2-week annual training cruise. 

Chairman Hayprn. They come from the interior to take the cruise? 

Admiral Taytor. Those would come to the seacoast and embark in 
a destroyer escort vessel. The Marines and Naval Aviation Reserves 
are not tied to the sea at all. 

Senator Ture. I was going to add to that, too. In Minneapolis, 
at Wold-Chamberlain Field, vou have a Reserve center. The air 
units could be stationed anywhere. 

Admiral Taytor. That is right, and they would not have to be 
anywhere near the water. Many of our stations are in joint use with 
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the other services, like the Marines and Air Force. The Marines 
generally get together with the Navy on their projects. 

Chairman Haypen. You are not appealing the action of the House. 
You can get along with the unexpended balance? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir; we can. 

Chairman Haypren. Are there any other questions? 

If not, thank you very much. 


INTERSERVICE ACTIVITIES—LORAN STATIONS 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. R. T. ALEXANDER, OFFICE OF ENGINEERING, 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


For construction of additional loran stations by the Coast Guard, to remain 
available until expended ($5,450,000) $5,500,000, which shall be transferred on 
approval of the Secretary of Defense to the appropriation, “Acquisition, construc- 
tion, and improvements,” Coast Guard. 


Program and financing 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


ALLOCATION TO COAST GUARD, TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Program by activities: 
1. Construction 4 $5, 450, 000 $5, 500, 000 


Financing: Fale 
Appropriation 


5, 450, 000 5, 500, 000 


Obligations by objects 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


ALLOCATION TO COAST GUARD, TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


07 Other contractual services: Services performed by other 
CE... caensnenuennshbthincnestin tence $4, 200, 000 $5, 450, 000 $5, 500, 000 


EXPLANATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL Estimates, Fiscan YEAR 1958 


The estimate of $5,500,000 will provide for advances to the Coast Guard for 
(1) the construction of 3 additional loran transmitting stations in Central 
America, (2) the construction of 4 airstrips to permit logistic support to these 
stations as well as to one of the stations being constructed under the fiscal year 
1957 program, (3) construction of a section office in the Panama area to provide 
military and technical supervision over all loran stations in the Central American 
area, and (4) the procurement of electronic components. With this construction, 
together with that authorized previously, the Coast Guard will have a total of 
15 loran stations in the Caribbean/Central America area. Many of these stations 
will be constructed in remote locations where they are essential to the defense of 
the United States. The stations are being constructed in accordance with the 
loran installation plan. The Coast Guard will budget for the operation of these 
loran stations and support facilities when construction is completed. 

Loran transmitting stations permit safe and effective operation of Navy and 
Air Force ships and aircraft in all kinds of weather, day or night, by an electronic 
system of navigation which provides to ships and aircraft continuous navigational 
positions by means of intersecting lines of position. 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman Haypen. We will next hear from Capt. R. T. Alexander, 
United States Coast Guard, who will testify on the request submitted 
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense for $5,500,000 for transfer 
to the Coast Guard, to be used for the construction of additional loran 
stations and support facilities. 

Captain Alexander, you may proceed. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Captain ALEXANDER. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have established a 
defense requirement for the extension of loran coverage which is 
budgeted under Department of Defense appropriations. 

The Coast Guard performs the requested construction on a reim- 
bursable basis. The program for 1958 calls for the construction of 3 
loran stations in accordance with priorities established by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff; the construction of 4 airstrips to permit logistic air 
support to these stations, as well as to one of the stations being con- 
structed under the 1957 program; construction of a section office in 
the Panama area to provide military and technical supervision over 
all loran stations in the Central American area; and the procurement 
of 7 sets of electronic components having long-procurement lead time 
which requires orders to be placed now for timely delivery and installa- 
tion in subsequent years’ construction. 


NEGOTIATIONS WITH MEXICAN GOVERNMENT 


To accomplish this program, $6,580,000 is required. Of this 
requirement, $1,080,000 will be reprogramed from 1957 funds appro- 
priated for the construction of a loran station in Mexico. Due to the 
poor progress in negotiations with the Mexican Government over the 
placement of a station in that area, construction is necessarily deferred. 
In consequence, this appropriation request reflects the net remaining 
requirement of $5,500,000. 

Excluding the stations reflected in this 1958 program, 12 loran 
stations have so far been programed from funds appropriated under 
Department of Defense appropriations. Of the stations programed, 
two. are presently under construction. Ground sites have been 
surveyed for the remaining stations, and negotiations with foreign 
governments for acceptable sites are approaching completion. 

Chairman Haypen. As I understand it, the House has allowed you 
all of ai money that you have asked for, and you are not making an 
appeal. 

Is there anything in the record relative to the location of these 
stations? 

Captain ALEXANDER. Right now, these stations are classified. 


USE OF BLIMPS 


Chairman Haypen. I want to ask someone about the use of blimps. 
Do they in any way compete with loran stations? 

Admiral Coopsr. No, sir; they would not. 

Mr. Bantz. Captain Sanger, from the Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations, would be glad to answer that question. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 311 


Captain Sancer. Blimps are being used for antisubmarine warfare 
and air early-warning service. We also have an airship lighter-than-air 
development squadron to develop blimps and to continue to improve 
their capabilities and get the maximum use out of the state of the art 
as it develops for both antisubmarine warfare and airborne early- 
warning radar. 

Chairman Haypen. If a blimp is stationed out in the Atlantic, how 
effective is it in detecting enemy aircraft? 

Captain Sancer. It is very effective. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, MILITARY FUNCTIONS 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. ROBERT W. MOORE, OFFICE OF THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER) 


EXPENDITURE LIMITATION FROM SALE OF SCRAP 


Chairman Haypen. General Moore, I have received two letters 
from the Secretary of Defense requesting certain action on this bill. 
In the first letter, the Department requests that section 612 of the 
Defense Department Appropriation Act be amended so as to increase 


the limitation on expenditures from the sale of scrap from $41 million 
to $48 million. 


INDUSTRIAL-~FUND-TYPE OPERATION FOR MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE 


In the second letter, the Secretary of Defense requests that the com- 
mittee include in the supplemental appropriation bill the language 


proposed in Senate Document 50 authorizing the Secretary to transfer 
up to $100 million of Defense funds to the Air Force industrial fund 
in order to establish an industrial-fund type of operation for the 
Military Air Transport Service. 

I shall place the two letters and the proposed language in the record 
at this point. 


(The documents referred to follow:) 


Tue SEcRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., August 7, 1957 
Hon. Cart HaypDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In his message of June 26, 1957 (S. Doc. No. 50, 85th 
Cong., Ist sess.), the President recommended that the Secretary of Defense be 
authorized to provide for the establishment of the Military Air Transport Service 
on an industrial-fund basis by transfer of $100 million from other appropriations 
or funds of the Department of Defense. 

As you know, no activity of the Department of Defense has received as many 
repeated endorsements for industrial funding as has the Military Air Transport 
Service, particularly in the light of the outstanding success of the application 
of this principle to the Military Sea Transport Service. 

Among the agencies and organizations which have supported this significant 
improvement are the Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services on two occasions, the Secretary of Defense’s Advisory Committee 
on Fiscal Organization and Procedures, and the House Committee on Appropria- 
tions. Additionally, the Department of Defense was advised by your committee 
on July 2, 1956, as follows: 

“Both the Senate and House Committees on Appropriations favor placing 
MATS on an industrial fund type of operation as expressed in the House committee 
report on the Defense Department appropriation bill for 1957. However, the 
committees are also now in agreement that approval of such action, either direct 
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or implied, should wait until detailed plans are made and supporting data fully 
developed. It is expected that this will be accomplished in sufficient time for g 
firm proposal to be considered in connection with the fiscal year 1958 budget 
requests. 

In order to fulfill the expectations of the committees, the Department of Defense 
has completed plans for the installation of the industrial fund system for the 
Military Air Transport Service during the current year and urges that in its 
consideration of the Supplemental Appropriation Act for 1958, your committee 
take favorable action on the recommendation of the President to include the 
necessary authorizing language in that bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. E. Witson, 







































[S. Doc. No. 50, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING 
A Drart OF A PROPOSED PROVISION PERTAINING TO AN APPROPRIATION FOR 
THE Fiscat YEAR 1958 ror THE DEPARTMENT OF THE Arr FORCE, IN THE 

Form oF AN AMENDMENT TO THE BupGET FoR Sarp FiscaLt YEAR 





THE WuirEe Hovss, 
Washington, June 27, 1957. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

S1r: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
a draft of a proposed provision pertaining to an appropriation for the fiscal year 
1958 for the Department of the Air Force, in the form of an amendment to the 
budget for said fiscal year. 

The details of this amendment, the necessity therefor, and the reasons for its 
submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations thereon I 
concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Dwicut D. E1sENHOWER. 





EXEcuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1957. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

Srr: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a draft of a 
ee provision pertaining to an appropriation for the fiscal year 1958 for the 
Jepartment of the Air Force, in the form of an amendment to the budget for 
said fiscal year, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY FUNCTIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE INDUSTRIAL FUND 


Heading 


AIR FORCE INDUSTRIAL FUND 






(Delete the language under this head and substitute the following:) 
The Secretary of Defense is hereby authorized to transfer to the ‘‘ Air Force industrial fund’’ not to 
exceed $100,000,000 from appropriations to the Department of Defense available for obligation during 
the fiscal year 1958. 


This amendment is necessary in order to provide for financing the Military 
Air Transport Service through the Air Force industrial fund beginning in 1958. 
This will make possible more businesslike management and more effective control 
of airlift operations, leading to an arrangement where agencies using the service 
will pay for it from their appropriations. Similar practices have been followed 
with respect to the Military Sea Transportation Service for the past 6 years. 
This proposal will not result in increased budget expenditures, since outlays from 
industrial funds merely delay charges against current fund authorizations. 
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The budget proposed that. $100 million in working capital for the Military Air 
‘Transport Service be derived by transfer from the Army stock fund. This pro- 

sal was rejected in the defense appropriation bill as it passed the House of 
Bepresenitatives. The report of the House Committee on Appropriations. re- 
iterated a long standing committee endorsement of industrial fund financing for 
the Military Air Transport Service, and stressed that objection was taken only 
to the source of providing working capital proposed in the budget. 

I recommend that the foregoing amendment to the budget be transmitted to 
the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 


PerctvaL BRUNDAGE, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


THe SecRETARY OF DEFENSE, 


Washington, D. C., August 7, 1957. 
Hon. Cart Haypen, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHatRMAN: Recent developments in the Far East have resulted 
in a need for expeditious redistribution and disposal of certain materiel now 
principally located in Japan. 

As indicated in White House communique of June 21, 1957, the United States 
will substantially reduce the numbers of its forces in Japan within the next year 
which reductions will include a prompt withdrawal of all United States ground 
combat forces. As a consequence of these withdrawals, substantial quantities 
of materiel and property will become excess to the needs of the remaining forces 
in the area. While it is difficult at this time to determine the exact composition 
of the excesses, as the revised requirements for the area have not as yet been 
determined, it is roughly estimated that the total tonnage will be approximately 
180,000 tons. Such property which is useable should be redistributed to those 
localities which will facilitate its utilization by the Armed Forces and the balance 
should be disposed of. 

Since the foreign trade policy of the host countries does not provide for ade- 
quate control of exports of strategic materiel to those countries threatening the 
independence of free nations, a need also exists for returning such property to 
the United States for disposal. 

Accordingly, it is strongly urged that the Department of Defense be granted 
authority in the supplemental appropriation act currently under consideration 
by the Congress to utilize the proceeds of the disposal of its scrap, salvage, and 
surplus materiel to finance the additional expense of the transportation, packing, 
handling, and crating of property removed from the Far East. There is attached 
hereto draft language to amend the general provisions of the Defense Appropria- 
tion Act of 1958, which authorizes the utilization of such proceeds so as to per- 
mit the accomplishment of this important objective. The matter has been 
discussed with the Bureau of the Budget, and they have no objection to this 
proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 


C. E. Witson. 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION ACT 
Cuapter II DepaARTMENT oF DEFENSE 
MILITARY FUNCTIONS 
At page 9 after line 21 insert the following: 
“Section —. Section 612 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act 


of 1958, Public Law 117, approved August 2, 1957, is amended by deleting the 
figures ‘$41,000,000’ in the first line and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$48,000,000’.’’ 


EXCERPT FROM SECRETARY WILSON’S LETTER 


Chairman Haypren. Now, General Moore, do you wish to say 
something about these two requests? 
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_ General Moors. With respect to the latter, the proposal to author. 
ize the Department to acquire by transfer $100 million in order to 
put the MATS operation under an industrial fund, as is now the 
case of the Military Sea Transport Service, I would like to read a 
paragraph which is in Secretary Wilson’s letter of August 7 which I 
understand will be in the record at this point. It states: 

Both the Senate and House Committees on Appropriations favor placing 
MATS on an industrial fund type of operation as expressed in the House Com. 
mittee Report on the Defense Department appropriation bill for 1957. How- 
ever, the committees are also now in agreement that approval of such action, 
either direct or implied, should wait until detailed plans are made and sup- 
porting data fully developed. It is expected that this will be accomplished in 
sufficient time for a firm proposal to be considered in connection with the fiscal 
year 1958 budget requests. 

That provision was transmitted to the Department by both the 
chairmen of the Senate and House Defense Appropriations Sub- 
committees last year. 


SOURCE OF FUNDS PROPOSED TO BE TRANSFERRED 


A question has been raised, Mr. Chairman, as to where the Depart- 
ment will get these funds. At the present time, it is not possible for 
us to state precisely which appropriation or what amount from each 
appropriation will be taken for this purpose, but it is the thought of 
the Department that such amounts as may become available for 
transfer will accrue in the personnel appropriations; that is, the 
appropriations for pay, and in the maintenance and operation appro- 
priations of the military services. 

At the present time, no precise amounts can be identified. How- 
ever, it is anticipated that during the course of the year it may be 
possible to find some items which will not require obligation or ex- 
penditure, as a result of further program refinements or adjustments 
even though the military departments now hold the view that the 
reduced amounts provided in the appropriation bill are less than the 
amounts needed. 

The procurement appropriations hold less promise as a possible 
source for transfer. The amounts available for obligation are 
needed in full to complete the financing of those programs which are 
to be continued, but which in some instances were partially financed 
in prior years, and to finance the procurement to be undertaken in 
the fiscal year 1958 which would be undertaken within the expenditure 
objectives of the $38 billion in the current fiscal year. 

With respect to research and development appropriations, it is 
planned that the amounts can and will be utilized within the expendi- 
ture objective of $38 billion for the Department of Defense. 

You will note, Mr. Chairman, that I am indicating where we do not 
have hope of getting a portion of this transfer, as well as the areas 
where we do have hopes of getting enough to implement this very 
desirable program. 

Briefly, then, it appears that the Military Air Transport Service 
industrial fund requirements can only be met by transfer authority in 
an undetermined total amount drawn from a number of 1-year 
appropriation accounts in varying and still unknown amounts. 
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DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSAL 


A question has also been raised from time to time as to when it is 
contemplated that we can actually implement this proposal. 

Chariman Haypren. That is desired by both this committee and the 
House. 

General Moore. Yes, sir. The date is January 1, 1958, and to do 
that we need to have the funds required available before that date. 
This is the last chance, as we see it, for the Congress to act on the 
request this year. 

Chairman Haypen. If the action is taken in this bill, the new plans 
would take effect on the first of next January? 

General Moors. Yes, sir; and we are confident that we will be 
able to find the money due to the reprogramings that are being 
worked on now day by day. 


REASONS FOR PROPOSED ACTIONS 


Mr. Chairman, at this point, I would like to insert in the record, if 
I may, about six reasons indicating why this is a good proposition. 

Chairman Hayprn. That will be done. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


The proposal to industrially fund MATS would: 

(1) Provide a basis for better program control by requiring the using depart- 
ments to be funded for their programed use of airlift, giving them some influence 
over air transport in line with their program responsibility. 

(2) Provide a basis for segregating the total costs of MATS by establishing a 
means for charging MATS for the services now provided “free by other com- 
mands. 

(3) Emphasize to the management of MATS the relationship of its operating 
expenses to the income derived from its tariff schedule. This should provide a 
powerful stimulant to effective cost control and efficient operation. For example, 
under the industrial fund, fluctuations in workload exert an urgency for com- 
parable personnel and expense control. 

(4) Facilitate the development of significant and understandable cargo handling 
costs by commercial air commodity classifications and comparable personnel 
movement costs. These are a necessary requirement to effective management. 

(5) Result in increased consistency in fiscal management policy in the DOD 
by bringing ocean and air transportation under the same concept. MSTS is now 
under the industrial fund concept and, with MATS similarly funded, more 
oe distribution of cargo and personnel movement between the two modes 
of transportation should result. 

(6) Permit a foundation for the development of operating cost data that would 
serve as the basis for comparison from period to period and thereby provide a 
useful management tool. his data with appropriate analysis can also be useful 
as a basis for studying comparable commercial experience. 


BUDGET REQUEST 


Chairman Haypen. We have the President’s budget request 
for this item, which will also be inserted in the record at the proper 
place. 


(The information appears as 8S. Doc. No. 50 on p. 312.) 


DISPOSAL OF SCRAP, SALVAGE, AND SURPLUS MATERIAL 


General Moore. With respect to the first item that you mentioned, 
that is, the request of the Secretary of Defense that our authority to 
use the proceeds from the disposal of scrap, salvage, and surplus 
material be increased by $7 million from the amount of $41 million 
in the regular bill, the explanation is as follows: 
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TROOP TRANSFER FROM FAR EAST 






As stated in the Secretary’s letter, this request arises from the plan 
to transfer certain of our troops from the Far East. That wil} 
generate a great deal of additional surplus and excess supplies and 
supplies that have to be screened to determine whether or not it is 
more economical to leave them there, abandon them, or transfer 
them back to the states. It will also, require us to determine what 
portions of those excesses may be sold as surplus and as scrap and as 
salvage. 

Chairman Haypen. This surplus of scrap and salvage and so on 
will be principally in Japan? 

General Moore. Yes, sir; some might well be in other areas of the 
Far East. 

I might for the benefit of the committee in that regard, if I may, 
insert a statement with respect to the accomplishments in the serap 
and salvage field, a. table indicating that, with regard to the amounts 
that we use for the preparation, we get and put into the Treasury, 
based on past experience, practically $3 for each dollar that we expend. 
You never can tell on any one operation whether it is going to work 
out just exactly like that or:not, and, of course, in this case it is quite 
far to bring this material back. 

Chairman Hayprn. That may be inserted in the record. 

(The table referred to follows:) 






Preparation for sale and salvage of military property (sec. 612, DOD Appropriation 
Act, 1957) 


{In millions of dollars] 

















| 1954 1955 1956 


| 
sides ein bceaeita—eeneeonniaemee tent 


1957! 





} 
| 
IE CU 8 oo ececicnascasnepbennanarepeam ikea | $30,000 | $40,000 
PUI Gags cb eo ecoocscussemtetrden 47,9 "34, 657 





AgMg.....-2- 
Navy-- 








Expired..._... 5 alae tech 4-4 12,091| 5,343] 5,758 
649 | 38, 560 


: = = = | 
18,908 | 32,850 | 26, 649 | 


2 


Expenditures ?___--.- coma stemeainaes 
Army....-..... uacenenrs 10,370 | 19,912 | 11, 996 19,000 
ae a lt Ek A ce 5, 321 | 8, 655 | 8, 711 10, 500 
Air Foree__---- Ee ae a Me tha Z 3,217 | 4,282 | 5,942 | 7,000 








Se neon cc can en mcebiedmmideioatasscn eld 53,604} 91,510] 88,540 











Excess of receipts over expenditures. __.........-...-.-.-- 34, 696 








1 Preliminary data. 
2 Includes expenditures from prior year accounts, 










PRECAUTIONS AGAINST MATERIAL BEING ACQUIRED BY UNFRIENDLY COUNTRIES 









General Moore. It is.also indicated in the Secretary’s letter that 
it is impossible for us to dispose of all of the equipment we might like 
to dispose of by sale in Japan because we must take steps to assure 
that this material is disposed of so that it cannot fall into the hands of 
countries which we do not wish to have it, and that is a factor involved 
in this situation. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

























a i 


— 


















SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 317 






Chairman Haypren. The next witness will be Mr. Gordon H. 
Garland, Woodlake, Calif., who is appearing as a representative of 
the Westhaven Farmers’ Association, Hanford, Calif., in opposition 
to the construction of the naval air station at Lemoore, Calif. 

Mr. Garland, we will now hear from you. 


Construction oF Navat Arr Sration, Lemoorn, Catir. 
WESTHAVEN FARMERS ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF GORDON H. GARLAND, WOODLAKE, CALIF., 
REPRESENTATIVE 


PREPARED STATEMENT 










































Mr. Garutanp. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of your 
committee, | would like to have my printed statement placed before 
you, if I may, so that you will have the opportunity to review it. 

I would like to say at the outset, sir, that the organization which I 
represent is composed entirely of landowners who will be dispossessed 
of their farms if the proposed Navy jet base is located on the site at 
Lemoore where the Navy presently proposes to locate that site. 

Chairman Haypen. Do you want your statement and appendix to 
appear in the record? 

Mr. GARLAND. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF PosITION OF WESTHAVEN FARMERS ASSOCIATION RELATIVE TO 
Proposep NAVAL JeT AIRBASE aT Lemoore, CALir. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Gordon H. Garland. 
My business address is 841-42 Bank of America Building, 300 Montgomery Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

I am appearing here in behalf of the Westhaven Farmers Association of Lemoore, 
Calif. 

We oppose the establishment of the proposed Navy jet airbase on our farmlands 
in the vicinity of Lemoore, Calif. 

Our opposition is valid, sound, sincere, and in the best interest of our com- 
munity, our State, our Nation, and our Navy. Among those supporting our 
position are the San Joaquin Valley District Woolgrowers Association and some 
1,400 members of a citizens’ committee, together with a great number of interested 
individuals whose letters we have and will submit for the record. 

We oppose the placement of the Navy jet airbase on the proposed Lemoore site 
for the following reasons: 

1, It is neither essential nor necessary to national defense to locate a jet base 
on our farms and mineral-bearing lands. 

2. Our farms are not for sale and we don’t want to be dispossessed of them. 

3. It is an extravagant and profligate waste of public money to use expensive 
and productive farms such as ours for nonproductive and non-tax-earning purposes 
when cheap land is available. 

4. We fear the danger and hazards to the lives of our people and property which 
will follow through operating these jet planes in close proximity to our schools, 
homes, and farms. 

5. We fear the danger which will ensue to private planes operating in the area, 
both agricultural and passenger. (Letters from pilots of agricultural planes). 

6. We believe it will be necessary to expand the size of the proposed base with 
the advent of ever faster and more powerful jet craft or in event of war. At the 
Lemoore site such expansion can only be onto more valuable farm and mineral- 
bearing lands, resulting in greater recurring annual tax loss to the Government 
and added impact to local economy. 

7. We fear the great danger posed to our already diminishing water supply by 
locating the Navy airbase at Lemoore. Bitter experience gained through U. S. 
Navy v. Nevada at Hawthorne, Nev., and U. 8S. Navy v. Fallbrook Public Utility 
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District, involving water rights on the Santa Margarita River in San Diego County, 
provides the basis for our concern. (Present map of original proposal for airbase, 
also Western Water News article June 1957.) 

8. The Navy should have to prove that it is essential to national security and 
defense and that it is in accord with Department of Defense highest use theory 
to locate a base on this expensive and specific site when a less hazardous, less 
populated, and vastly cheaper site is available some 30 miles away. 

9. Through our efforts, another site is available in the same general area which 
will cost millions of dollars less for the same amount of land the Navy is seeking at 
Lemoore. (Options on lands proposed for alternate site.) 

10. Use of the Lemoore site will cause recurring income-tax loss to the Govern- 
ment of hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

11. There will be practically no recurring tax loss on the site we propose since 
the few cents per acre per year rental earned for sheep pasture does not provide 
any appreciable tax value. 

12. United States soil bank criteria on cotton alone provide an annual rental 
equivalent of $150 per acre for lands in the Lemoore Base area. 

13. The vastly cheaper site we propose offers these added advantages: 

(a) Better quality water (Twining Laboratory analysis). 

(b) More abundant water (engineering report). 

(c) Cheaper water (report on pumping levels). 

(d) More flying days per year (U. S. Weather Bureau records). 

(e) Fewer tule fogbound days (letters from Air Force officers at Lemoore), 

(f) Room to expand to more cheap land (letters from real-estate brokers), 

(g) Less damage, interruption of activity, and annoyance from duststorms, 

(h) More level land (USGS contour maps). 

(i) No land-subsidence danger (engineering report on subsidence). 

7) Less competition with agriculture for water supply. 

(k) Jetplanes will not endanger inhabited areas and interfere as much 
with agricultural activity. 

(2) Nonproducing land will not reduce agricultural production nor alter 
United States Government income. 

(m) Plentiful electricity and gas supplies. 

(n) Established highway and rail facilities, 

(0) Within easy driving range of Fresno, Bakersfield, Delano, Wasco, 
Hanford, Lemoore, Tulare, Visalia, Alpaugh, Corcoran, Coalings, Porterville, 
Lindsay, Shafter, Earlimart, and coastal points. 

14. We think it will be a mistake for the Navy to locate a key segment of its 
air defense in an area which is continuously fogbound day and night for weeks at 
a time by tule fog as the United States Weather Bureau and other records prove. 
This should be meticulously examined and weighed by the Congress before it is 
too late. 

15. We realize that the Navy is under extreme political pressure to move its 
jet base from Moffett Field because of danger to the people and the economy of 
the area. We believe, however, the burden is on the Navy to prove that it will 
not pose the same danger to the people and the farm economy of the Lemoore area, 
and that the Navy should not be allowed to make the same mistake over again. 

16. In keeping with the Department of Defense directive on page 30, House 
Report No. 215, 85th Congress, Ist session, we believe the Navy should be required 
to produce and reveal an inventory and classification of their present landholdings 
in California before being allowed to acquire more. We also believe other branches 
of the military may be holding suitable lands which may be released to the Navy. 

17. Table 1, page 13, of House Report No. 215, 85th Congress, Ist session, 
shows that the Navy controls 4,353,725 acres of land in the United States. Table 
III on page 15 of the same report shows 64 percent, or 2,826,673 acres, of this is 
in California. Table III of the same report also shows over 80 percent, or 1,838,288 
acres, of Navy-controlled land withdrawn from public domain is in California. 
Table V, page 280, of serial I, hearings, in connection with said report, shows that, 
in addition to this, the Navy has requests pending (as of June 30, 1956) before the 
United States Bureau of Land Management to withdraw an additional 2,216,583 
acres from public domain in California (much of this is now in use by the Navy). 

When the pending applications of the Navy for public-domain lands in Cali- 
fornia are granted, the Navy will control over 5 million acres in California. This 
is more than the above-mentioned table I shows under control of the Navy for 
the entire United States on June 1, 1956. 

It seems that, out of this 5 million acres spread over the map of California. the 
Navy should be able to find 32,000 acres (less than one-tenth of 1 percent) which 
would be suitable for the jet base they want to establish at Lemoore. 
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Tables I, II, ITI, and IV of the same report show that, as of June 30, 1956, the 
Army’s landholdings in California were 1,223,875 acres; the Air Force holdings, 
1,367,585 acres; the sum total of Air Force and Army landholdings in California 
was 2,591,460 acres. Subtract this total from the Navy’s holdings of 2,826,673 
acres, and it shows the Navy holding 235,213 acres more than the combined Army 
and Air Force acreage. 

If all three branches of the military were granted the acreages in California for 
which they had requests pending as of June 30, 1956, the Navy will then hold 
1,649,012 acres more than the Army and Air Force combined. For a branch of 
the military that is traditionally associated with on-the-water activity, this almost 
incomprehensible expanse of land holdings seems to us to indicate an imbalance 
worthy of study and evaluation. 

CONCLUSION 


After weighing all elements of this problem, we hope the committee will agree 
with our views and assist us with our problem. 

If, however, the security and national defense of our country hang in such 
delicate balance as to dictate the necessity of placing the airbase on our lands, we 
believe we are entitled to receive prices for our lands, our mineral rights, and our 
acreage allotments which will make it possible for us to move our farming opera- 
tions to other lands of equal earning. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WESTHAVEN FARMERS ASSOCIATION, 
By Gorvon H. Garanp, 
Public Relations and Legislative Counsel. 


SUPPLEMENT 


Under date of July 26, 1957, a release was made by the 12th Naval District 
through the Hanford Chamber of Commerce, of Hanford, Calif. This release, as 
published in the Hanford Sentinel, set forth the opposition of the Navy to the 
alternate site which we propose. This was embodied in 12 points. These 12 
points of objection show a complete lack of knowledge on the part of the Navy in 
regard to the qualifications of the alternate site. We would, therefore, like to 
comment on these points to further prove our claim that ihe alternate site which 
we propose is superior in every detail to the Lemoore site which the Navy seeks 
to acquire. In order to avoid confusion or error, we have listed these 12 points 
with our comment in connection with each one. 

Navy point No. 1.—‘‘There are 5 producing oil wells in the area owned by major 
companies and 8 wells owned by a smaller company. Fifty-one gas wells are 
located east of the area. Mineral rights are estimated at $20 to $10,000 per acre.”’ 

Comment.—We deny that there are any producing oil wells or oil wells capable 
of production in the area we propose and describe as an alternate site. We deny 
that there are mineral rights in the alternate site valued at more than $5 per acre, 
and submit herewith a report by one of the best authorities in the State as proof 
(letter). We challenge the Navy to disprove our statements. 

Navy point No. 2.—‘‘The surface of the area is marked by hummocky deposits 
and sand ridges. The cost of leveling would run into a large sum of money.” 

Comment.—We deny that there is anything to indicate that the land on the 
alternate site would present anything but the simplest problems insofar as leveling 
is concerned. We declare that the topographical USGS quadrangle maps prove 
this point conclusively. We further declare that leveling costs will be a very 
minimum and less than at the Lemoore site since the alternate site shows a rise of 1 
to 2 feet per mile crosswise of the runway area as compared to 5 to 6 feet rise per 
mile at Lemoore base. 

Navy point No. 3.—‘‘Drainage is poor and there is a danger of flooding.” 

Comment.—We deny that drainage is poor, and we further deny that there is any 
danger of flooding. We declare that there are only slight surface irregularities 
such as could be easily corrected by landplane at a very low cost and that perfect 
drainage can be had at a minimum of expense. We further declare that the 
completion of Isabella Dam on the Kern River removed the last vestige of danger 
of flooding if, indeed, any ever existed. We challenge the Navy to disprove our 
statements and declarations in this particular. Henceforth, any water from the 
Kern River reaching the area of the alternate site will be waters released under 
control for irrigation and flood-control purposes. 

Navy point No. 4.—‘‘There is possibly a fault zone with a northwest trend.”’ 

Comment.—We challenge the Navy to make a positive statement that there is a 
fault zone in the alternate site we propose. We point out the loose and incon- 
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clusive language used by the Navy in point No. 4 does nothing more than make q 
very weak suggestion that there is possibly a fault zone with a northwest trend, 
This is about as logical as saying that there is possibly a hole in the bottom of the 
sea. We present herewith engineering data showing positive and severe subsid- 
ence in the Lemoore Base area and proving that there is none in the alternate site 
we propose. (Land Subsidence in the San Joaquin Valley by Poland and Davis) 
Any active fault would be likely to produce subsidence. We therefore reiterate 
that the Navy should either make a positive statement regarding a fault zone or 
retract its statement entirely. 

Navy point No. 5.—‘The area is isolated and far removed from highways and 
railroads. Construction of transportation connections would run ‘into millions 
ofdollars’.”’ 

Comment.—We agree with the Navy that there is very limited habitation on and 
immediately adjacent to the alternate site we propose. This ideal condition wil] 
present no problem of uprooting established people and their economy as will be 
the case at Lemoore. 

Navy point No. 6—‘‘Flight clearance is probably lacking in the northwest- 
southwest direction due to Kettlenman Hills.” 

Comment.—We declare that there is no flight-clearance problem on the alternate 
site and we challenge the Navy again to either use positive language or retract 
the innuendo used in this case. We further declare that there is wide open 
uninhabited territory in the area of takeoff and landing at the alternate site as 
compared to the intensely farmed area at the Lemoore Base. 

Navy point No. 7.—‘There is noticeable subsidence in the Tulare-Wasco area,” 

Comment.—We agree with the Navy that there is subsidence in the Tulare- 
Wasco area and we present herewith engineering data by Poland and Davis 
setting forth subsidence facts which show extreme subsidence in the Lemoore Base 
area and no subsidence in the alternate site we propose. 

Navy point No. 8.—‘‘ ‘In past years, sand and dust storms originating in the 
Devils Den area have caused damage to farmers in the east. Blown sand is 
a most serious hazard to jet aircraft operation and coupled with the arid nature 
of the area and the difficulty in raising any sort of ground cover, would be sufficient 
reason to make this area unsuitable for development of a master jet station.’ ” 

Comment.—We agree with the Navy that the South San Joacuin Valley is 
subject to dust storms. We declare that these dust storms are much more severe 
and intense in the Lemoore Base area than at the alternate site. This is due 
to the necessary stirring of the soil through farming operations in the area of the 
Lemoore Base. Dust storms of such intensity as to reduce highway traffic to 
a snail’s pace are frequent at the Lemoore Base site. This is common knowledge. 

We further declare that it will be much cheaper for the Navy to maintain any 
green cover crop required or desired on the alternative site for two reasons: 

1. The soil type on the alternate site will sustain permanently green cover 
with 3 to 4 acre-feet of water per acre per year as compared to 5 to 6 acre-feet 
required for the lethent loam type soil at the Lemoore Base. 

2. There is a pumping lift of 200 feet at the alternate site as compared to over 
500 feet at the Lemoore site. This difference in pumping lift affords a water 
supply at the alternate site at less than half the cost at the Lemoore site. 

We further declare that there will be much less competition for the farmers’ 
scarce water supply at the alternate site than at the Lemoore Base area. 

Navy point No. 9.—“ ‘Fog is known to hang in the Tulare Basin more frequently 
than in the more westerly location at the Lemoore site’.”’ 

Comment.—We declare that the Navy statement in regard to fog is entirely 
wrong. Wesubmit official United States Weather Bureau and other data to prove 
this point. It is common knowledge among the local residents that there is less 
fog in the area of the alternate site than at the Lemoore Base. 

Navy point No. 10.—‘‘Some of the water underlying the area is reported to be so 
highly mineralized that it will not support agriculture and would be unsuitable for 
human consumption. Some is reported to be of good quality.’’ 

Comment.—It is common knowledge that the Lemoore Air Base area is under- 
laid with water of nonpotable qualities and that the quality of the water deterio- 
rates as the saline or brakish zones are approached. Water through the top 100 
feet at the alternate site is cased off thus providing potable and excellent quality 
water in great abundance. 

Navy point No. 11.—‘‘ ‘There are no adequate access roads. The only service 
road which serves this property is Sixth Avenue, which runs from 1 mile west of 
Corcoran south through the area.’ Cost of a 19-mile access road to Highway 99 
is estimated at $6,770,000.” 
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Comment.—We declare that the Navy statement in re access roads to the 
alternate site is entirely wrong. We point to U.S. Highw ay 466 and State High- 
way 33 which are in close proximity to the south and it is only 10 miles over easy 
terrain to California State Route No. 13 (Central Valley Highway). This is also 
an excellent paved road. Estimated cost of providing these highway connections 
(Kings County road commissioner estimates and wire from G. T. MeCoy, 
chief, division of highways, State of California, through W. L. Welch, district 
engineer, district VI showing cost of highways adjacent to this area) is $23,500 
per mile or a - al of $235,000. 

We also declare that 544 miles of railroad will connect the alternate site area 
with the Santa Fe Railroad at the city of Alpaugh at a cost estimated by the 
Santa Fe of $10 per foot or $290,000 total. Phe total cost of highway and rail 
connections to the alternate site will be approximately $525,000 which is much less 
than the engineers’ estimate of the cost of relocation and construction of high- 
way facilities required at Lemoore Base. 

We further declare that the estimate of $6,770,000 for access roads reveals a 
total lack of appreciation of the engineering problems involved and is a ridic- 
ulously incorrect guess of monetary requirements. 

Navy point No. 12.—‘‘The largest town which could be considered as offering 
community support is the city of Hanford, population 12,500, at a distance of 32 
miles. Corcoran has a population of approximately 4,500 and would afford little 
if any community support to this activity. Delano on Route 99 is about 20 miles 
east and has a population of 10,000.” 

Comment.—We agree that the city of Delano is only 20 miles from the alternate 
site. The Navy assumes that Hanford is of proper size to give comfort and 
support to their base; we therefore point to the fact that the city of Delano is not 
only of the approximate size of Hanford but is situated on U. 8. Highway 99 
(a four-lane primary freeway), and is serviced by Greyhound, Santa Fe Trailways, 
and Orange Belt Bus lines, together with Southern Pacific main rail line. Thus 
the alternate site affords connections on both rail lines and to all major transporta- 
tion facilities as compared to the limited facilities at Lemoore. 

We comment further that since the Navy believes the city of Corcoran: (4,500 
population) to be too small to lend community support, it must necessarily follow 
that the city of Lemoore (2,850 population) adjacent to the Lemoore Base area 
is likewise too small to lend community support. We declare that the alternate 
site is much more logically and advantageously located in relationship to neighbor- 
ing cities than the Lemoore Base as is attested to by the table attached hereto. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Gartanp. I would like to preface my remarks with the state- 
ment that every statement and position we take is documented and 
I have here for the use of the committee those documents. 

I would like to point out, so that you and your committee may 
have some appreciation of the geographical area involved in this pro- 
posal, the proposed site or the so-called Lemoore area is indicated by 
this area in pink. We have proposed an alternate site some 30 miles 
to the south located in this general area here which is also in pink, 
but due to the glazed surface of the map we are unable to set it forth 
as clearly as we would like to. 

We do not believe that it is necessary or essential to national defense 
or security of this country to place this site on the proposed Lemoore 
area. We believe that since the proposal has arisen to place this site 
there that it is necessary and essential to examine the reasons why 
the proposal is before us. 


PRESSURE FOR REMOVAL FROM MOFFETT FIELD 


We are thoroughly convinced and I am sure that everyone will 
agree that the principal reason for moving and placing this site at 
Lemoore or anywhere else in the San Joaguin Valley is by reason of the 
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fact that the Navy is under considerable pressure to move from Moffett 
Field adjacent to San Francisco. We appreciate the pressure to 
which the Navy is being subjected. We appreciate the complaints of 
Congressman Gubser to move the base because of danger to his 
constituents. 

Chairman Haypen. I understand there is annoyance as well as 
danger. The annoyance js from the jets. 

Mr. Garuanp. That is what we have been told. We proceed on 
the premise that it is necessary and essential to the successful opera- 
tions of the Navy that this base be placed somewhere in the San 
Joaquin Valley. 

Again, we most emphatically oppose the placement of this base 
anywhere in the San Joaquin Valley, but certainly we oppose the 
placing of this base on highly productive farmlands, land which are 
now and have been producing upward of 2 bales of cotton per acre, 
and over 2 tons of barley per acre, and where we already have a fast 
diminishing water supply to service this great agricultural area. 

In this area that we refer to as the South San Joaquin Valley is 
situated 40 percent of the irrigable acreage of California, vet we have 
only 16 percent of the water supply, which supply is rapidly diminish- 
ing. Because of that diminishing water supply, those of us who farm 
in the valley are obliged to reduce each year our irrigated acreage and 
subject that to a summer fallow practice which means a crop every 
other year. 

To move a base into this area, as the Navy proposes, where the 
pumping levels are now nearing the danger point, 400 feet and over, 
will only tax an already short water supply even more seriously. 


PROPOSAL FOR ALTERNATE SITE 


We have proposed an alternate site for the Navy because we felt 
that our only chance of retainmg our farmlands was to do so. We 
have been told that most emphatically. In seeking this alternate site 
we naturally turned away from highly productive farmland and sought 
a site which would be adequate for base purposes but which would not 
result in the impact to the local economy and which would not uproot 
the already situated farmers and move them out elsewhere. 

We have been criticized at times for taking options on this acreage 
to offer to the Navy some 25,000 acres on this alternate site in two 
ownerships. I hasten to point out that those options are in favor of 
the United States Government. 

Not a single member of our association, not a single landowner 
involved, has 1 penny’s worth of interest in those options. We 
sought those options to prove our point that land is available to the 
Navy without taking our productive farmland. 

The Navy just recently has revealed to us through a publicity 
release what their prerequisites and requirements for a base consist 
of in the main. That was released through a local paper in Cali- 
fornia in the area of the proposed Lemoore site and they set forth 12 
points of objection to the alternate site which we propose. 

Those 12 points of objection, sir, most clearly indicate a very 
important factor involved in this problem. No. 1, if the Navy had 
examined the alternate site, if they had taken their qualified staff 
which they have in great numbers to make the necessary examination 
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of that site, they would not have made the statements set forth in 
the 12 points laid before you in my supplement. 

In every case we prove that the Navy’s position and statements 
are wrong, and we document our statements with laboratory analyses 
of water, with engineering reports as to the cost and the lift of water, 
with engineering reports as to the cost of the leveling and the prepara- 
tion of the soil and with engineering data to prove that if the Navy 
requires to maintain a green border around their flightways, that it 
can be maintained at lesser expense at the alternate site. 

The proponents and opponents of this Lemoore Airbase fall into two 
categories, plainly so—those who are sponsoring it take largely the 
larger chamber of commerce approach and are interested in the poten- 
tial profits which may accrue to their respective business enterprises 
located immediately adjacent to the proposed area. Those of us 
who fall in the opposition category oppose this because we do not 
wish to be divested of our lands. Our lands are not for sale nor are 
we trying to force the Navy to buy them. 

Senator THyre. Would you mind if I asked a question or two? 

Mr. Gartanp. I would be happy to have you do so. 


LAND VALUES 


Senator Tuyr. The question is regarding the land values in the site 
selected. How much are they worth an acre? 

Mr. Garuanp. That is a disputed figure. 

Senator Toye. I mean an estimated figure. 

Mr. GarLanp. We have a report from the Stanford Research 
Institute showing the potential production of the Lemoore area which 
fixes a value at about $800 an acre. The option we offer down here 
as the alternate site offers this land at $100 an acre, but we point out 
that there is a great expanse of land in this alternate site area that can 
be had for $50 an acre and we do not wish to foist even the options on 
the Government. 

Senator Tuy. Is there a major highway near both sites? 

Mr. Gartanp. The alternate site is adjacent to 2 major highways, 
2 United States routes, with sufficient access roads to contact them 
The Lemoore site does not have a major United States highway. It 
is traversed by a State highway only. 


ADEQUACY OF WATER SUPPLY 


Senator Taye. Is there an ample supply of water? 

Mr. Gartanp. There is not an ample supply at Lemoore, and when 
the Air Force was located there before, the officer in charge indicated 
they were short of water at the time. They called in the “Army engi- 
neers and drilled for water which was not usable. 

There is adequate water at the alternate site from wells. The 
difference in the pumping levels is 400 to 500 feet at the Lemoore site, 
as compared to 200 feet at the alternate site. 

Senator Toyz. How do you supply the water for the land area 
over in the vicinity of Lemoore? 

Mr. Garvanp. By wells. 

Senator Tuyr. The other is better water? 

Mr. GarLanp. Yes, indeed. We have a Twining Laboratory 
report to prove our point. 
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Senator Taye. Why has it not been developed for irrigation? 

Mr. Garuanp. Because of the poor quality of the land. It is much 
more level than this area. We have quadrangles and USGS maps to 
show that. There is an average of 1} feet rise per mile at the alternate 
site compared to an average of 6 feet | per mile rise in the Lemoore site, 

Senator Tuy. You say it does not lend itself to irrigation? 

Mr. Garuanp. It does lend itself to irrigation, but because of the 
poor soil type it is not farmed. It is just poor soil that is not pro- 
ductive. It has been cropped, but unsuccessfully, only in high priced 
years when commodity prices are really high is it farmed at all. 

Senator Tayz. How far away is that from the city? 

Mr. Gartann. About 20 miles away from the city of Delano. 

Senator THyz. Would your reservists have to drive 20 miles? 

Mr. Garuanp. No, that is not the case. I will present a map, 
The alternate site is only some 20 miles from the city of Delano, 
which has United States Highway 99, with a population between 
10,000 and 12,000 now, and is approximately the same size as Handorf, 
the nearest city to Lemoore. 

Senator Youna. Would you have to go deeper in one area than in 
the other to get water? 

Mr. GARLAND. Yes. The pumping level at Lemoore is about 500 
feet compared to 200 feet at the alternate site. Our engineer, who 
spent 14 years with the Army engineers, indicates construction on 
the alternate site would be cheaper, but there is still a more important 
problem involved in that particular area. 

The Lemoore site is in a severe land subsidence area. The alternate 
site has no land subsidence record whatsoever. This subsidence is 
occurring here apparently because of the lowering of the water tables, 
and there has been as much as 12 feet of land subsidence in the area 
immediately adjacent to the Lemoore site, and the land subsidence 
running through this corner of Lemoore site runs as high as 3 feet, 
so the engineering problems involved are very much in favor of the 
alternate site. 

That subsidence information is not just information developed by 
our engineers. It was developed by Polland & Davis, and there are 
the maps, if you care to see the subsidence in feet, and that pink area 
there is the proposed Lemoore area. 


SUPPORT OF POSITION 


We have also been criticized in stating that we have a great number 
of citizens supporting our position. I want to state that we are just 
a small organization of farmers and not a wealthy group with un- 
limited resources to spend. We gathered all of the support we could 
for our position by asking citizens to join us. I am submitting with 
my statement here 1,400 names of 1,400 citizens who have joined us. 

The nature of that citizens’ organization is such that they can, on 
request, at any time have their name withdrawn if they believe they 
have made a mistake in taking this position. As of today we have 
not had a single request for a withdrawal. 

There is a broader principle involved in this than the differences 
between these two groups. It is a principle I am sure you and the 
other Members of this Congress must deal with at an early date. 
That principle is, Shall we continue to give over to the activities of 
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the armed services these highly productive farmlands when it is 
neither essential nor necessary to do so? 

You have a problem in your State, Mr. Chairman, quite similar to 
ours, the only difference being i in the magnitude. The State of Cali- 
fornia has been growing at the rate of 1 600 people per day. This is 
not Chamber of ‘Commerce of California propaganda. 

In the last copy of U. 8S. News & World Report, the growth of all 
the States is projected into the future. Those figures, not ours, indi- 
cate that California will continue to grow for the next 18 years at the 
rate of 1,800 people every day. That means that we must not only 
have room for expansion, but we must start looking toward our pro- 
ductive potential to assure ourselves and the other people of this 
Nation that it will be possible to produce the food and fiber necessary 
to sustain not only ourselves, but the armed services, if you please, 


LANDS REMOVED FROM PRODUCTION AND TAX ROLLS 


Those of us who have no immediate connection with the armed 
services cannot understand many things that are happening, and per- 
haps that is no surprise. 

I note, however, in examining the Congressional Record and recent 
records that in 1956 the Navy held less than 5 million acres of land 
in the entire United States. I notice now, however, that if the Navy 
is granted all of the lands for which it has requests of record, that it 
will hold over 5 million acres in the State of California alone. 

We cannot understand why in California this vast expanse of land 
should be withdrawn from production and from the tax rolls and 
turned over to the armed services. Neither can we understand when 
some 21 other States which border either the Atlantic or the Pacific 
why California should be singled out to lose this vast expanse of 
land, but more important still, sir, we cannot understand this: With 
5 million acres of land under its control in the State of California, 
why should the Navy seek 32,000 acres of productive farmland for a 
jet base? 

Gentlemen, that is less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the land 
holdings they have. Surely, within that vast area of land almost 
beyond imagination, the Navy ought to be able to find 25,000 acres 
suitable for a jet base. 

Senator Toyz. Are you one of the landowners in the area? 

Mr. G ARLAND. I am a farmer in the area, but I am not in the are 
to be taken over. I have farmed in that area since 1919, but I have 
no lands involved in the Lemoore or the alternate site. 


MAJOR CROPS 


Senator Ture. Aside from barley and cotton, which you mentioned, 
what are the other major crops? Is there any citrus? 

Mr. Gartanp. This land is largely devoted to barley, cotton, 
vegetable crops. This land presently is being operated almost en- 
tirely by big operators because of the fact that the diminishing water 
supply makes it economically unfeasible for a little farmer to operate. 
A well and a pump installation costs anywhere from a minimum of 
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$60,000 to $75,000, but to more completely answer your question, sir, 
we have a project to bring supplemental water into that area, and if 
that project is built and that supplemental water is brought in, this 
land will immediately break up into small ownerships and it will be 
suitable for fruit of any kind, for any kind of row crops and any kind 
of truck gardens. 

Chairman Haypren. What does it cost to pump water per acre? 

Mr. Gartanp. Roughly the cost is about 1% cents per foot per 
acre-foot. As I stated a while ago, our average lift in the Lemoore 
area is over 400 feet, so you can see as the water table recedes, the 
economic feasibility of the farming operations is impaired by that 
increased cost of water. 

Therefore, we are very much concerned about having any more 
demand made on that limited supply. I know it will be argued that 
if you take 32,000 acres out of production and turn it over to a Navy 
base that that will ease the strain, but that is not true. 

We have in that area 16 million irrigable acres. Presently only 
8 million are being irrigated and our water supply is very short. 
Even though the Navy moves in and we take 32,600 acres out of 
production so far as agriculture is concerned, that is not a drop in 
the bucket because that means that the farmers adjacent to the base 
will just farm that much more of their land which is now lying summer 
fallow and the water will be just as limited in supply. 


ANTICIPATED WATER SOURCE 


Chairman Haypren. Where is the source of water from the outside 
that you expect to bring in? 

Mr. Garuanp. Senator, it has been before the Congress for some 
time. It has been known as the San Luis and the Feather River 
project at the State level. 

To further emphasize my point that this land will break up into 
small ownership, there are half a million acres involved in this supple- 
mental water project, and they have not only indicated but very 
definitely signed agreements that they will submit to the 160-acre 
limitation in the Federal reclamation law when, as, and if the project 
is built. 

There are other problems involved besides these. These problems 
are largely the problems of the opponents and proponents. 


CONGESTED AREA 


There is still a broader problem. I have here a map which again is 
not a preparation of ours. This is a map that appeared in the Los 
Angeles Examiner a short time ago, and this map shows the already 
congested areas in this general vicinity. On this one, we have had 
our engineer insert and scale the proposed Lemoore location, which is 
here, and the alternate site, which is down here. 

Senator Younc. How far is Lemoore from Los Angeles? 

Mr. Garuanp. In the neighborhood of 180 miles. Congressman 
Hagen could give you that figure more accurately, but I would say it 
would be in the range of 170 to 180 miles. 

I think it is necessary to point out that there are presently more 
miles being flown by commercial and private planes through this area 
of California that are being flown by all of the military, combined. 
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We think it is necessary and essential that the Navy and the other 
branches of the military must have their bases, must have the lands 
they need, but we do not believe that the Navy has proved its case 
that it must have this highly productive land that we are so reluctant 
to leave and that we do not wish to be deprived of. 

In closing, I would like to point out that every prerequisite that 
the Navy has indicated that must be satisfied in the furnishing of an 
alternate site we have complied with, even to finding options on the 
land, but our No. 1 position still is that we prefer not to have this 
base in the San Joaquin Valley at all, but if it must be in the San 
Joaquin Valley, then certainly we think it should be placed upon the 
most inexpensive land and the least productive land that is available 
and can be used for the purpose. 

I very happily submit myself, sir, to cross-examination either by 
the Congressman who is unfortunately in this case opposed to my 
position, and a cross-examination by the Navy. I would very much 
appreciate an opportunity to go over the documents we have with 
which we document the statements we have made. I very much 
appreciate your attention and I would be happy to attempt to answer 
any questions that you may wish to propound. 

Chairman Haypren. We thank you, sir. 

We will next hear from Congressman Harlan Hagen. 


NAVAL AIR STATION, LEMOORE, CALIF. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


SUPPORT OF NAVY POSITION 


Representative Hagen. I appreciate the opportunity of being here. 

To clear the record, I want to state that 1 am completely opposed 
to the position taken here by Mr. Garland and not by way of criticism, 
but again to clear the record, Mr. Garland is a paid advocate of the 
Westhaven Association, and it is in that capacity that he appears 
here, and not as a farmer. 

I appear as a Representative of the congressional district in which a 
portion of this base as proposed by the Navy will lie. A portion of it 
also will lie in Fresno, Calif., which is a portion of the congressional 
district of Congressman Sisk, who also supports the position of the 
Navy in this matter. 

It is my understanding, and this could be verified by you geatlemen 
directly, that both the California Senators, Senator Knowland and 
Senator Kuchel, are also in support of the position of the Navy on this 
question. 

I feel that I am in a position to evaluate the community feeling 
about this project. That is one of the prerequisites of holding public 
office, in my judgment, and overwhelmingly the people support the 
Navy inthis. They want the Navy there. 

I might say the Navy did a very good job of approaching the com- 
munity of Kings County when this project was initiated. and the 
community has responded extremely well. They have adopted in- 
terim zoning ordinances to meet the purposes of the military. They 
have hired planning experts to cooperate with the military in provid- 
ing a proper climate for the military personnel. They have engaged 
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in various acts at some time and expense which would be completely 
lost to them if this base were moved. 

I am certain that private individuals have made arrangements with 
respect to their own private businesses which would constitute an 
inequity if the decision which was made last year on this proposition 
were suddenly changed. 

AUTHORIZATION 


I would like to point out that this station was authorized in 1956 
with a $10 million plus authorization, and was supported by an ap- 
propriation by your committee the same year. 

The Navy is now seeking a second increment on the station of $30 
million plus. The House Armed Services Committee has already 
granted the additional authorization, and the House Appropriations 
Committee and the House itself have approved the supporting appro- 
priation to the extent of $29,126,000. 

The House Armed Services Committee has also approved this land 
acquisition report No. 207, I believe, so that this problem is now com- 
pletely a Senate problem. The House has resolved all portions of 
it in favor of the Navy. 

I think Mr. Garland has somewhat given his case away himself, 
and I want to explain that. He has stipulated in effect that this is 
a necessary thing that the Navy have this facility in the San Joaquin 
Valley of California, and then, stipulating that, the question then 
becomes where shall it be in the San Joaquin Valley? 

The alternate site he proposes is in my congressional district, so 
I have a vital interest in both of these sites, and can without bias 
assert that Mr. Garland and his employers have more or less destroyed 
their own case by their confusing, divisive activities. 

They have gone down into Kern County, the county seat of which 
is Bakersfield, a city of some size, and they have secured resolutions 
from the board of supervisors opposing any air station in the San 
Joaquin Valley. They have secured resolutions from the Bakersfield 
Chamber of Commerce opposing any air station in the San Joaquin 
Valley, and they have gone to various other persons in and about Kern 
County and successfully cultivated opposition. 

In the face of their own actions, they propose to move this station 
35 miles closer to the area where they have cultivated all of this op- 
position. Gentlemen, they, in effect, indicated a desire to leave the 
Navy completely without a necessary home. I would hate to be 
charged with the responsibility of placing this station 35 miles closer 
to the city of Bakersfield and to Kern County. Iam certain that you 
would find no community acceptance there whatsoever for the Navy, 
whereas in the community of Kings County there is almost a $9-per- 
cent community acceptance, and that is a large factor because morale 
and community acceptance is a big element in initially locating these 
projects, so that is my basis for saying that Mr. Garland and lis em- 
ployers have destroyed their own case in this matter. 


DISTANCE OF PROPOSED LOCATION FROM BAKERSFIELD 


Chairman Haypen. How far would the other proposed location be 
from Bakersfield? 

Representative Hagen. Lemoore is about 95 miles from Bakers- 
field, which 1 might state parentheticall7 is no closer than Edwards 
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Air Force Base to Bakersfield, which is an operational experimental 
station out in the desert, but this hacienda would remove the station 
to within 60 miles of the city of Bakersfield. Currently, the large 
city that Lemoore is near is the city of Fresno, which as you know is a 
substantial community. It is about 35 miles, I believe, from the city 
of Fresno, and I might say the city of Fresno wholeheartedly supports 
the Lemoore location of this air station. 

I do not want to burden your time, but I want to go over some of 
the matters which Mr. Garland has raised, I think that the matters 


I have mentioned are adequate to answer him, but I will go over some 
of the other points. 


OPTIONS ON LAND FOR RESALE TO GOVERNMENT 


He made reference to an option. I personally do not subscribe to 
the ethics of securing options on land to resell to the Government. 
Part of my knowledge of these options is an option that Mr. Garland 
submitted to the House Armed Services Committee. The option I 
saw reprinted in the House hearing document was not an option from 
the landowner. It was an option from an intermediary. Being a 
lawyer, | would judge that is no kind of an option at all. If Mr. 
Garland’s clients have options from the landowners involved, I wish 
they would put them in the record. On the surface, the intermediary 
is going to make a dollar an acre which would be $25,000 in this in- 
stance, which is no small sum. 

Chairman Haypen. In the event there were no options and the land 
had to be condemned, what would be the difference in cost ¢ 

Representative Hacen. That is a very pertinent question, Senator 
Hayden. The land at the Lemoore site is approximately the same 
quality of land at the alternate site. I think United States Govern- 
ment soil surveys demonstrate that. The difference in the agricul- 
tural pattern arises from the fact that the water conditions have been 
much better in the Lemoore area than they are in this alternate area. 
As far as the quality of the soil is concerned, I believe the United 
States Government land surveys demonstrate that they are approxi- 
mately the same. 

Contrary to what Mr. Garland said, the lands involved in the Le- 
moore site are not prime farmlands by California standards. It is 
only relatively recently that they have come into wholesale production 
under irrigation. Asa matter of fact, I understand that there are still 
large acreages in this proposed acquisition which are nothing but sheep 
ranges, and they have alkali land, both irrigated and nonirrigated, and 
it is only to the extent that they leached the alkali out by various prac- 
tices of agronomy that they can raise alkali tolerant crops there. 


LOWERING OF WATER TABLE 


Chairman Hayven. This is what has happened in Arizona. You 
are not in the desert. and you put down a well and proceed to pump. 
The water table goes down and down and down and ultimately it 
will be all drained off, and unless there is some source of supply from 
ariver or reservoir, that land cannot stay in farming condition forever. 

Representative Hacen. That is another good observation, Senator 
Hayden. Mr. Garland referred to subsidence. I do not. know what 
period his records cover. However, I do not assume that it is a fair 
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proposition that this land is currently in a state of subsidence. The 
area in question and the areas around it have only relatively recently 
come into the kind of production we are talking about, sizeable irriga- 
tion. In addition, the Kings River flows very close to the area in 
question and it supplies the underground. That better use will be 
made of the Kings River because there is now a Government dam in 
place which will permit regulated control of floods, which will pre- 
vent wasting of waters out to the north through the San Joaquin 
River—there is a connection—and into the San Francisco Bay, so in 
that respect the water condition should improve. I would conclude 
that any subsidence in this area is past history and, therefore, irrele- 
vant. 

Actually the location of the station there will improve the water 
conditions, in my judgment. There is no more costly use of water 
than for irrigation, as you know. You could supply a city of perhaps 
hundreds of thousands of people with the same quantity of water that 
it takes to irrigate acreage equivalent to the proposed Navy acquisition. 


ADVANTAGES OF SUBDIVIDING LAND 


Chairman Haypen. We find in areas if you subdivide a quarter 
section of land, it does not take as much water to supply the houses 
as it does to irrigate a crop of alfalfa. So much of the surface of the 
subdivision is taken up in streets and sidewalks and buildings them- 
selves that actually you gain water whenever you subdivide. 

Representative Hacen. That is correct, and that is what will hap- 
pen here. I am satisfied that the farmers surrounding this base will 
benefit waterwise by having it there. 


DIFFERENCE IN LAND VALUE OF TWO LOCATIONS 


Senator Younc. What is the difference in the value of the land in 
the two locations? 

Representative Hacren. In the Lemoore location overall, there are 
some lands that are no more valuable than the alternate land Mr. 
Garland talked about. Overall in the total »creage there would be a 
slightly greater cost in the Lemoore area. However, as I understand 
it in a project of this magnitude the cost of the land is relatively a 
minor factor. In other words, in terms of operational costs, accumu- 
lated over a period of years. a slightly more costly initial acquisition 
could be the most economical and the Navy asserts that to be the case 
here in its expert judgment. 

Chairman Haypen. But nevertheless, if you could get the same 
quantity of land in the same place at substantially less cost it is worth 
considering. 

Representative Hacen. That is correct, assuming everything else 
is equal, but the other factors are not equal in this instance. 

Chairman Hayven. Have any figures been prepared to show the 
difference in cost or have any accurate estimates been made? 

Renresentative Hacen. The group that is represented here in op- 
position today as I understand it have never sat down individually 
with the Navy and proposed prices for their land. I may be in error 
on that, but that is my understanding. I would judge from the state- 
ment made here today that they propose some price as $800 an acre 
which in my judgment is ridiculous. 
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Senator Youne. The Navy must have comparable figures that we 
could get. 

Representative Hagen. I think their estimates would average out 
from $150 to $200 an acre. There are some selected portions of land 
that will be more than that, but there are others that would be less 
so it would average out somewhere I believe in the vicinity of between 
$150 to $200 an acre. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes, except that the Lemoore area is partially in 
Congressman Sisk’s district. 

Representative Hacen. I would rather doubt that they could bring 
in any evidence of any sales of land in that area for $800 an acre or 
anything even closely approaching it. 

The principal mover in this Westhaven Farmers Association is 
Mr. Garland’s employer, the J. G. Boswell Corp., which is a multi- 
million dollar corporation, and they own tens of thousands of acres 
of land in the San Joaquin Valley. The land they will lose to the 
Navy is inconsequential in their total farm operation and there are 
other sellers in the same position. 





TELEGRAM FROM COLONEL SHERRILL 


Chairman Haypen. I have a telegram from Col. Fred G. Sherrill, 
which reads as follows: 

Understand the Naval Affairs Appropriation Committee is scheduled to meet 
tomorrow morning August 7 at 11 a. m. at which time it is to hear arguments 
presented by Gordon Garland concerning the proposed naval air base at Lemoore. 
This is a matter in which we are vitally interested as covered in previous cor- 
respondence with you, and I sincerely hope you will find it possible to attend 
the meeting. 

What is the Boswell Co.’s objection to the Lemoore location ? 

Representative Hagen. In my judgment a desire to secure a higher 
price and a fear of the effect on wage rates. That leads us right 
into this question of value. The Boswell Co., about a year and a 
half ago, acquired a ranch known as the Boston Ranch, which em- 
braced substantial acreage, say 15,000. I do not know the exact 
figures. A portion of that Boston Ranch is in the area of the 
proposed acquisition by the Navy. This is an interesting comment on 
values, because the Boswell Co. acquired that whole ranch which 
contained grain elevators, substantial building improvements, and also 
all of the equipment which was used to operate that ranch—and you 
know the character of the equipment they need—and the whole thing, 
if measured in terms of price per acre, was less than $150 an acre. 
That is the land that they are insisting now is worth $800 an acre, 
as I understand it. It should also be noted that some of the land the 
Navy seeks is assessed at only $4 per acre by the Kings County 
assessor. 

Senator Tiyr. Have any wells been sunk since the time they ac- 
quired it? 

Representative Hacen. I would not say they have not made any 
improvements, but the Boston Ranch Co. was a going farm opera- 
tion at the time of sale to Boswell. They raised cotton and barley 
just as the Boswell Co. will do on the portions that they will retain, 
and would do if permitted on the land the Navy will buy. 

Senator Tuyr. I know we are going to have to go up on the floor 
in a very short time. As far as I personally am concerned, I have 
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heard the two arguments. We have a National Guard here, and if we 
do not hear them, we are going to have to ask them to come back, 

Representative Hacun. I appreciate that, Senator. I merely want 
to make one final comment. 

Whether or not the Navy or some other service owned the w hole 
State of Nevada is totally irrelevant. The point is they need land in 
this given area. As I understand it, this project is of the highest 
priority for the Navy. They have to have an area close to San Fran- 
cisco Bay to serve those carriers which come in there, and whether the 
might own land in Nevada or down in the Death Valley is amentel 
They surveyed the whole of northern California and found that 
Lemoore best suited their operational and strategic needs. 

Perhaps they should get rid of other land they may own, but they 
need this land in this close proximity to their San Francisco Bay 
carriers and the question of other landownership is irrelevant. They 
are well received in the community generally. They are going to have 
a happy home there, and if there is any slight difference in value of 
land, that is a minor consideration, and, in my judgment, again, the 
proponents of this alternate plan have destroyed their own case. 
They could not possibly get any community acceptance for their site, 
They cannot demonstrate its value. They submit no point of view 
of value. 

COMMUNICATIONS 


Chairman Hayven. I have several telegrams which will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 
(The telegrams referred to follow :) 


Los ANGELES, CALIF., August 6, 1957, 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Understand the Naval Affairs Appropriation Committee is scheduled to meet 
tomorrow morning August 7 at 11 a. m. at which time it is to hear arguments 
presented by Gordon Garland concerning the proposed naval airbase at Le- 
moore. This is a matter in which we are vitally interested as covered in 
previous correspondence with you and I sincerely hope you will find it possible 
to attend the meeting. 


J. G. BosweEtri Co., 
Col, Frep G. SHERRILL. 


LEMoorE, CALIF., August 6, 1957, 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman on Committee of Naval Appropriation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Please give full consideration to all nonagricultural land sights before ap- 
propriating funds for any new military construction. I am a fieldman for a 
grain company doing business in the Lemoore area and feel it a terrible waste 
to take 82.000 acres of highly productive land when ample nonfarm land is 
available. 


PHILLIP G. McLAUGHIIN. 





STRATFORD, CALIF., August 7, 1957. 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Please consider Mr. Gordon Garland’s request to hold approval of Lemoore 
Naval Base appropriation pending House committee investigation of location. 
LEONARD W. NEWTON. 
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SrratrorD, CALir., August 7, 1957, 
Senator CARL HAYDEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Proposed site of naval air station at Lemoore bitterly opposed. Recom- 
mend Withholding appropriation until House subcommittee finds suitable site. 


J.B. YENGER. 


Corcoran, Cauir., August 6, 1957. 
SENATOR CARL HAYDEN, 33}: 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Naval Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the 60 farmers and landowners of this association, all of whom own 
land or farmland at the proposed Lemoore Naval Air Station site I protest any 
further appropriations. Mr. Gordon Garland will appear before your Senate 
Committee on Naval Appropriations tomorrow morning and present in detail 
the folly of allowing the Navy to acquire this site when other suitable sites are 
available on nonproductive land. We hope you will use your influence to delay 
any further appropriations to the Navy until a full investigation can be made. 
We believe such an investigation will show that selection of this site will be a 
continuation of the errors the Navy has already made in selecting sites for their 
land bases. They are being run out of Moffett Field because of overpopulation 
and being run out of San Diego for the same reason. In Long Beach they have 
both population and subsidence trouble. At Lemoore they will start with fog 
and subsidence trouble and will quickly experience too much population if that 
condition does not already exist. You will render a great service to the tax- 
payers and the Navy if you will stop the mistake being made in selecting this 
site. 

Lovuts T. RoBINsoN, 
President, Westhaven Farmers Association. 


LEeEMOORE, CALIF., August 6, 1957. 
SENATOR CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman of Committee on Naval Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Mr. Gordon Garland is appearing before your committee tomerrow represent- 
ing this association. Please give full consideration to his testimony and delay 
approval of a Navy jet base at the proposed location until a careful study can 
be made as to the suitability of this location. This request is being made in be- 
half of the 60 farmers and landowners who will be dispossessed by the base. 


West HAVEN FARMERS ASSOCIATION, 
Loy R, WEDDERBURN, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


CorcorRAN, CALir., August 6, 1957. 
SENATOR CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Naval Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Our association opposes the establishment of a naval air station at the pro- 
posed Lemoore site. We believe it is unwise to place military bases on produc- 
tive land when nonproductive land is available end suitable. Mr. Gordon Garland 
is appearing before your committee tomorrow morning in opposition to placing 
the base at the Lemoore site and we will appreciate serious consideration of our 
position as presented by him and request that approval of further appropriations 
for this site be delayed until a full and thorough investigation can be made show- 
ing the disadvantages of this site and advantages of other sites. 


JOHN P. BIDEGARAY, 
President, California Range Association. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. We would like to hear from the 
subject. 


Navy on this 
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Mr. Banvrz. We did not know there was going to be this discussion 
this morning. If we are to have a real discussion of this, we would 
prefer to postpone this until some time next week or any time that is 
satisfactory to the committee, so that we can have other witnesses 
from the Department of the Navy who have been fully into this. I 
do not think most of us here this morning can add much to what the 
Congressman said, but we would desire to come back at any time con- 
venient to the committee. 

Chairman Haypen. We will leave it that way. 

Mr. Banrtz. Those witnesses are not here because we did not know 
this matter was coming up. 

Excuse me just a moment. Captain Sanger from the Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations says he is quite familiar with this alternate 
site. 

Captain Sancer. There are a couple of points I would like to clear 
up for the record. One of the first statements that Mr. Garland made 
was that Congressman Gubser who represents the district in which 
Moffett Field is located has put pressure on the Navy to move from 
Moffett Field. This is not in accordance with the facts, Mr. Chairman. 

The Navy took the initiative and determined that it must move from 
Moffett Field with jet operations, and it was not through any pressure 
put upon the Navy by any outside or external interests. 


ESTIMATED COST OF ACQUIRING LAND 


Senator Youne. Do you have figures on estimated cost of acquiring 
the land at the two sites ? 

Captain Sancer. Yes, sir. We figure the land 25 miles to the south 
would be cheaper. 

Mr. Trencken. I do not have the exact figures on the acreage to 
the south, but I do have the appraised value at Lemoore, the one which 
the Navy is supporting. The average appraised value and the ap- 
praisals were made by two qualified independent private appraisers 
on contract to the Navy, a Mr. C. Ray Hanson of Fresno, and Mr. 
Fred Prakel of San Francisco, and the average per acre value of the 
land in fee was $150 an acre, and in the Navy’s proposal we proposed 
to acquire some 12,000 of this 32,000 acres by restrictive easements 
and the appraisers have put an average of around $71 per acre for the 
restrictive easement portion. 

Senator Ture. When you say it is $71 an acre, how do you arrive 
at that value? 

Mr. Trencxen. The Navy does not intend to acquire title to the 
land, but only to restrict the airspace and the air use above the land, 
so that the owner will continue to be able to farm his crops, the same 
= 7 has. He will not be permitted to build structures above a given 
evel. 

Senator Ture. But the lands that you actually take for your mili- 
tary reservation—there you would have to acquire it. 

Mr. Trencken. The appraisers have quoted an average value of 
$150 per acre. That varies with each individual parcel of property. 

Chairman Haypen. In condemnation cases, what actually happens 
is that the jury awards what it believes to be a proper value. 

Senator Tuy. That would be appraised and if there is a differ- 
ence in the owner’s viewpoint, then it goes to the jury for final decision. 
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Mr. Trencxen. These appraisals would be given by the Govern- 
ment witnesses. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Would it be proper to ask the Navy to pre- 


pare a statement to go into the record with respect to their situation, 
or would you want witnesses ? 


Senator Ture. As far as I am concerned, I hope we do not have 
to prolong these hearings beyond this week. 
(The following statement was submitted.) 


OWNERSHIPS AND NEGOTIATIONS TO DATE AT LEMOORE 


There are 298 parcel ownerships involved in the fee and easement areas. 
Out of the total, 284 of the ownerships consist of parcels of less than 640 acres. 
Some of these smaller parcels are operated under lease by the larger owners, 
and it is understood that a great many are simply being used by the large 
owners without any agreement or rental consideration. Negotiated sales agree- 
ments in the fee area, including mineral rights, have been signed by 80 owners 
holding parcels of less than 640 acres each. The average negotiated price for 
the fee estate has been $134 per acre, including improvements and severance. 
This is within 10 percent of the Navy’s offers. The owners within the ease- 
ment area have signed agreements to grant safety easements over 192 acres 
of land at a price of $15 per acre plus the cost of moving improvements. 

There are 14 ownership parcels consisting of 640 acres and over. Of these, 
4 are owned by the city of Lemoore, which is the only owner of more than 640 
acres that has so far signed a sales agreement. Two other owners of larger 
parcels in the fee area have indicated a willingness to sign, but to date, have 
not done so. 

The area is sparsely populated, there being 3 owner residents and 2 homes 
occupied by tenants,.who, with their families, amount to a total of 15 people. 
There are also facilities for a maximum of 130 people consisting of itinerant 
workers and their families who sometimes reside in the area during the peak 
harvest season. 


NAVIGATION EASEMENTS 


Captain Sancer. In 5 minutes we can finish this up. We would 


like to get this completed and I am sure you feel the same way about 
it. 


Of the 30,000 acres to be acquired at Lemoore only 19,000 are to be 
acquired in feet; 11,000 acres are for avigation easements and the 
farmers there could continue to farm that land, but they could not 
build high objects that would interfere with flights at Lemoore. 
They could still farm 11,000 acres of land. 

Tt was brought up that the airways were congested. I would like to 
state for the record that the Air Coordinating Committee, the mem- 
bers of which consist of the Federal Communications Commission, 
the Department of Commerce, Civil Aeronautics Board, Civil Aero- 
nautics Authority, Air Force, Army, and Navy approved the airspace 
case for the operation around Lemoore at the present site. 

On the site some 25 miles to the south we would have at least one 
airway going directly over the station. We would be boxed in at the 
site to the south by the airway intersection just a little bit farther 
south of the site proposed by Mr. Garland, and jet penetration in that 
area would be impracticable or virtually impossible for use. 

We have already moved last year from a site previously selected 
right in the vicinity of Lemoore, 6 miles approximately to the east, 


93207—57——_22 
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at the behest of the farmers in that area, because they said the land 
we initially selected was highly productive land. If we weuld move 
6 miles to the east, they would be perfectly happy. 

Lemoore, as far as naval aviation is concerned, is the most impor- 
tant project we have in this military construction program before 
youtoday. If we delay this station 1 more year, we are 1 year further 
behind in our readiness in providing the capacity necessary to support 
our fleet aircraft. I certainly urge you to approve this project in its 
present location to prevent us from suffering any further loss in time 
in obtaining this urgently required facility. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, does the Navy intend to acquire all 
of thisland? There are no responsibilities on the State of California 
to acquire any land, to make any donations at all? 

Captain Sancer. That is right. 


FUTURE USE OF MOFFETT FIELD 


Senator Tryr. What will you do with Moffett Field ? 

Captain Sancer. Moffett Field would be used in the future pri- 
marily for transport aircraft and they would be the only type of air- 
eraft to be equipped with jet engines operating from Moffett. 

Senator Ture. Why could you not handle all of the operations 
from the one field ? 


Captain Sanoer. It would not be compatible. The load there 
would be too great for one station to handle for the load that is 
planned for Moffett and Lemoore, 

Senator Tuy. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Bantz. We will be happy to submit a statement from the Navy 
for the reeord, 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


Sire Stupy—CoNncLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS—DeEvILs Den, TULARE LAKE 
AREA (ALTERNATE SITE) 


According to county records the La Hacienda holdings consist of approximately 
21 sections or 13,440 acres. This acreage runs east and west in a narrow strip 
2 miles wide by 11 miles long lying crosswise of the prevailing winds. About 
one-half of this acreage could be utilized as a site for an air station of this size. 
The Cox Ranch holdings consist of 16 sections or 10,240 acres located in Kern 
County. Examination of the maps showing the La Hacienda and Cox Ranch 
holdings depicting the approximate shape of the presently proposed Lemoore sta- 
tion will demonstrate the difficulties which would be encountered in attempting 
to adopt this site to the Lemoore requirements. It will also be noted that in order 
to get suitable site area, it would be necessary to invelve intervening lands 
under 234 other ownerships. 

The area of this study extends south from the old Tulare Lake bed to south 
of the adjacent shoreline. The extreme western portion of the area is approxi- 
mately 6 miles east of Devils Den. 

Running through the north pertion of the area in a general and west direc- 
tion is a sand ridge which marks the old shoreline of the lake. This ridge at 
some points is as high as 17 feet above the adjacent ground and consists of blown 
sand and silt which will not support vegetation. The base of this ridge varies 
from one-half a mile to a mile and rises for an:average of 17 feet above the ad- 
jacent ground. There.is limited evidence of well-water irrigation in this area 
from wells on the site. With the exception of the northeast portion of the site, 
there is little or no irrigated agriculture in the area. This portion is irrigated by 
ditchwater brought in from a ditch along Sixth Avenue and reported to be the 
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end of the Kings River flow. Further to the west no irrigated land was eneoun- 
tered and the county surveyor stated that some water from wells in this area is 
mineralized to the extent that it is unsuited for agriculture.* The following de- 
tailed comments on various phases of the study are enumerated below: 


DRAINAGE 


A study of a topographical map showing the old contours of the lakebed indi- 
eates that the sand ridge referred to above constitutes a serious problem in 
drainage. The gradient across this site is approximately 24% feet per mile which 
is not sufficient for good drainage. Since the construction of the Isabella Dam, 
flow in the Kern River has been greatly reduced which has caused the Buena Vista 
Reservoir and others indicated in the area to dry up; however, reservoirs are 
maintained for the purpose of taking the excess water, should it be necessary to 
make releases from the Isabella Dam or should enough water be made below 
the dam to cause heavy flow in the Kern River. From the foregoing, it can be 
concluded that there is no assurance that this site would not be fiooded unless 
extraordinary measures were taken to provide for floodwaters. While the flow 
of the Kern River is controlled by the Isabella Dam, the excess water traverses 
the area under study in the manmade channel which conveys the water into 
the central portion of the lakebed. At times of excessive rainfall which would 
produce abnormal) runoff conditions, and with snow at low elevations oecurring 
simultaneously, the Kern River would make sufficient water below the dam level 
to present a serious problem in flooding in the general area under study. Further- 
more, the Kaweah, St. John, and Tule Rivers discharge into this basin and at 
present are not under the control of any storage dams. 


ACCESS ROADS 


There are no adequate access roads, The only service road which serves this 
property is Sixth Avenue which runs from 1 mile west of Corcoran south through 
the area. This is a second-class, substandard oil-dust-ceated road which is heavily 
traveled by trucks and other farm apparatus and is in very poor condition. 
The area is located 32 miles due south of Hanford and an access road would 
have to be constructed to United States Reute 99, a distance of 19 miles. There 
are no established roads within the site area. The access read would have to 
be a minimum of a 4lane highway and the engineering estimate for 19 miles of 


. or, 


such a highway is $6,770,000 for construction eosts and right-of-way. 


ELECTRIC POWER 


There is a 110,000-volt wood pole transmission line along Sixth Avenue to 
a point some 10 miles from the gate of the La Hacienda Ranch. A low tension 
powerline extends to within 1.6 miles of the gate to the ranch. This line 
does not have the required capacity for the facility. At the point where the 
high line turns east, there is a substation which possibly could be expanded 
to develop capacity sufficient for the Navy’s needs, but a transmission line 
would have to be run 10 miles to get to the edge of the property and at least 
another 8 miles to get into the area of development. The estimated cost of 
this extension is $56,000. A 220,000-volt transmission line runs through the 
western 2 townships which may be more economical as a souree depending 
on location of facilities. 

GAs 


Available information indicates that there are 2 natural gas lines running 
through the property and 8 producing gas wells within the perimeter of the 
property indicating availability of gas on the site. 


SOILS 


The soil varies considerably in traveling from north to south across the 
property. To the north is the lake bottom proper, the soils of which are rather 
fertile. Next is encountered the sand ridge which marks the shoreline of the 
old lake. This is a very light sandy silt. The soil beyond this ridge to the 
south is more of an adobe type clay which is considerably heayier with sig- 

1 At least 1 well in the La Hacienda Ranch, 1 on the Cox property and 1 on the interven 


ing property are reported to produce water suitable for agriculture and of possible potable 
quality. Time did not permit exploration to determine the full extent of such water. 
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nificant alkali content. The material in the sand ridge referred to would be 
of little value for fill except for light roadway construction and will not sup- 
port vegetation. The other soils encountered appear to be somewhat less stable 
than those found at the Lemoore site. This sand ridge presents a problem in 
grading and disposal. The general area of this sand ridge contains approxi- 
mately 31 million cubic yards of material which would have to be removed 
or stabilized in some way to prevent the serious sandstorm conditions that have 
plagued this area previously. However, this particular deposit of sand is not 
the only source of blown sand in the area. In past years, sand and dust storms 
originating in the Devils Den area have caused damage to farmers to the 
east. Blown sand is a most serious hazard to jet aircraft operation and cou- 
pled with the arid nature of the area and the difficulty in raising any sort 
of ground cover, would be sufficient reason to make this area unsuitable for 
development of a master jet station. 

Another condition of the soil which has greatly handicapped its use for 
development of ground cover is the presence of a thick layer of hardpan, up to 
8 feet in depth, which was developed over the years from the time when Tulare 
Lake had a heavy growth of tule. It is noted that the flooding by the Tule and 
Kaweah would inundate part of the area while the remainder would still suffer 
from drought. Navy plans would call for the development of approximately 
9,000 acres of erosion protected development in the form of alfalfa or other 
ground cover planting. This ground cover is extremely important at a jet air 
station for the reason that wind blown dust, sand, or in some cases, gravel, 
is extremely dangerous to jet engines. Assuming that sufficient water could be 
developed, it would be necessary to break the hardpan subsoil in order to grow 
ground cover. After subsoiling to required depth, the dry portion would take 
applied water which would then in time cause subsidence similar to that ex- 
perienced in other areas of the San Joaquin Valley under similar conditions. 


WEATHER 


Inquiry was made of persons familiar with the weather conditions throughout 
Kings County concerning the differential in fog incidence in the Tulare Lake area 
and the Lemoore site. The consensus was that it would be approximately the 
same in both areas; however, if there was any differential it would be greater in 
the Tulare Lake area. Fog is known to hang in the Tulare Basin more frequent- 
ly than in the more westerly location at the Lemoore site. This statement agrees 
with the observations which the Navy made during the 2 years of study in the 
Lemoore area. All information indicates that the wind directions and velocities 
are substantially the same in these two areas. The average high temperature 
in the Tulare Lake area in 102° with an extreme of 118°. 


OIL 


The area lies adjacent to several well-established oil fields. Six miles west of 
the site is the Kettleman Hills complex of oil reservations. Within 5 miles of 
the proposed site is the Dudley Ridge oil companies holding. To the south and 
and west, a distance of a little over 7 miles lies the Lost Hills field. The derricks 
of the producing wells of this field are in view from the southern edge of the 
site. There are 5 producing oil wells in township 25 south, range 21 east, which 
is a structural continuation of the Lost Hills field; there are 8 gas wells adjacent 
to the property in sections 1, 12, and 13 and in township 24 south, range 22 east. 
Additional information on the geology of the area is contained in the geological 
report attached hereto. Of the several hundred intervening ownerships of the 
properties four are owned by oil companies including the majors such as the 
Standard Oil Co. and the Union Oil Co. 


RAILROADS 


The closest railroad is the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe, which is located 
approximately 13 miles from the area in a direct line. There is no assurance that 
a spur could be run directly from the line as there are irrigation and drainage 
structures in the area and it might be necessary to make certain detours which 
could lengthen the spur to as much as 15 to 20 miles. The town of Corcoran is the 
nearest rail depot and is approximately 18 miles from the area. The estimated 
cost of a 13-mile railway spur is $1,052,000. 
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POTABLE WATER 


As noted before, some of the water underlying this area is reported to be so 
highly mineralized that it will not support agriculture and would be unsuitable 
for human consumption. Some is reported to be of good quality. It may be 
possible to develop potable water within the area, however, if this cannot be 
done, it will be necessary to obtain a suitable site for a well field located off 
station with at least a 14-inch pipeline to supply the station’s needs. The nearest 
probable location for such a well site is directly east of the Tulare Lake area and 
the distance is estimated to be approximately 10 miles. The Burham Ranch in 
the Kern County portion of the area obtains well water of sufficient high quality 
for irrigation from a well field located approximately 8 miles to the south and 
east of the point of use. The estimated cost of this 14-inch pipeline would be 
$72,000 a mile or a total of $720,000. 


COMMUNITY SUPPORT 


The largest town which could be considered as offering community support is 
the city of Hanford, population 12,500, at a distance of 32 miles. Corcoran has a 
population of approximately 4,500 and would afford little if any community 
support to this activity. Delano, on Route 99, is about 20 miles east and has a 
population of 10,000. 

LAND VALUES 


The attached preliminary appraisals were made of the lands within the site 
by Mr. Fred D. Prakel, an independent appraiser, and by Mr. Howard Harper, a 
staff appraiser. Based on these appraisals, it is estimated that the La Hacienda 
Ranch lands have a value of $75 per acre, of which $20 per acre is for mineral 
rights. The Cox property is estimated at $60 per acre, including mineral rights 
valued at $20 per acre. The intervening and other properties will range from 
$40 to $55 per acre for surface rights. Mineral rights to these properties vary 
from $20 to $300 per acre, depending on location. The average value for these 
properties, other than La Hacienda, Cox, including mineral rights, is estimated 
at $200 per acre. There are 234 owners of these other lands. Flight safety ease- 
ments over all properties are estimated at $5 per acre without mineral rights. 
Following is the acreage required for fee and safety easements with cost esti- 
mates: 


La Hacienda: 
Fee 4,600 acres_____ --_ i ae le ares $345, 000 
Easement 
Cox Ranch: 
ee ne MUO os oe os cache ene See eee 228, 000 
eee Geen Sees... eee 82, 000 
Other owners (234) : 


BE I iain msi case a 2, 024, 000 
TID: STU I cases neni accion beable tc Al a 19, 200 
Severance 


3, 148, 200 
150, 000 
80, 000 


3, 378, 200 


NoTg.—Fee area 18,520 acres; easement area, 10,240 acres; total, 28,760 acres. 

Since many of the properties are owned by oil companies, it is doubtful if such 
companies would voluntarily sell their mineral rights at the prices estimated 
herein. The Standard Oil Co. was consulted and stated that no one had proxy 


to speak for them. They would not give an estimate of value of their lands 
within the site. 
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TAX LOSS 


There would be a loss of 18,520 acres of land from the tax rolls of Kings and 
Kern Counties. Based on an average assessed valuation of $10 per acre with a 
tax rate of $5 per $100 the tax loss is estimated at $9,250 per year, as compared to 
a loss of $11,900 per year for the Lemoore site. 


FLIGHT CLEARANCE 


It may be possible to obtain acceptable flight clearance pattern; however, 
the proximity of the Kettleman Hills to the northwest and southwest would 
make instrument flying procedure rather critical. As noted before, a 220,000. 
volt electrical transmission line runs through the westerly portion of the area. 
Relocation of this line would be excessively costly. It would therefore be nec- 
essary to adjust any site within the ares to avoid this line so that it would not 
penetrate the flight patterns; this might,so compromise the selection of a site 
for the runways as to introduce other serious problems. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The area under study compares unfavorably with the proposed Lemoore site 
in all respects except land value less mineral rights and the availability of gas 
and electricity as shown by the following comparisons of physical characteristics 
and off-site construction requirements. 


Physical characteristics 


Lemoore Devils den 


Soils__- 


Fair. ; Poor. 
Drainage. 


Fair to good__......._.-. Do. 
Community support. sphere eek ngeh vicinal nian . None. 
Construction. : Good to excellent --_- Poor. 
Access roads_. Exeellent_- None. 
Railroads__.__.._-.-- THO Kei bo 454 43 Do. 


Climate Good___. Det Fair to good. 
- ' 
---} 


Offsite construction required 
Lemoore Devils Den 
Access roads... _...-- 0 
Railroads_-_____-- ; alan a Fa ai ek ; 0 1, 052, 000 
ae piensa enacted cadaehatiadan 0 56, 000 
naectel . , miiyebss! 0 (720, 000)? 
RNY CN WO nos on une nanwowsyennpwyovenigg-oaresnennndaneroamsaeeeneael,. “SUT. 





It is further concluded in addition to the above differentials that the on-site 
grading, drainage, and construction costs would be greater than those at Le- 
moore. The estimate of this excess cost would necessarily depend on engineer- 
ing studies which time has not permitted; however, the remova! and disposal of 
30 million cubic yards of sandy silt alone would cost $20 million provided a suit- 
able nearby disposal area could be located. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


That the Navy give no further consideration to the site in the Devils Den- 
Tulare Lake area because of its total inadequacy. 


GroLtogicAL Reporr ON Devits DEN-TULARE LAKE AREA, KINGS AND KERN 
Counties, Cartr., NAVAL AtR STATION SIve 


I. INTRODUCTION 


A preliminary geological examination was made of the Devils Den-Tulare Lake 
area as an alternate site in lieu of the proposed Lemoore site. The focal purpose 
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of this examination was to establish the criterion in estimating the fair market 
value of the mineral rights in conjunction with the evaluation of parcels of land 


in the area, and provide a comparable analysis in relation to the proposed Le- 
moore Naval Air Station. 


II. GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION 


The terrain is slightly dipping north with a drop of about 30 feet or approxi- 
mately 2.5 feet per mile, compared to 11 to 12 feet per mile in Lemoore area. 
The topographic map shows numerous closed basins or depressions giving a rise 
to a hummocky surface and microrelief formed in part through stream and wind 
action. A low lying sand ridge bordering the old dry Tulare Lake (15 to 18 feet 
high) was formed as a result of wind and wave action. The occurrence of basins 
and ridges indicates the existence of a fault zone such as are found near a recent 
fault. This probable fault zone has a northwest trend. 

The area is poorly drained and there is a danger of flooding in times of pro- 
tracted rainy season or cloudbursts. The flood control (Pine Plat Dam) has 
largely done away with the danger of flooding unless special emergency circuin- 
stances prevent its normal control. Due to hummocky surface of the area, the 
cost of filling and leveling the site to meet the engineering and construction re- 
quirements will entail a minimum of 3 million yards of material. The material 
of the sandbar is not adequate in quantity nor quality; the sand is not clean 
and is too fine and silty to be useful for foundation purposes. The extreme fine- 
ness of the sediments is a result of the extremely low gradient of the area, and the 
drainage allows to transport only the finest material. 

The interagency committee on land subsidence in San Joaquin Valley cited 
the Tulare-Wasco area where a noticeable subsidence was attributed to tectonic 
disturbances (White Wolf fault). 


Ill. SOILS 


The soils in the subject area are dark gray in color and are mostly of the old 
alluvial fans and valley plains; their origin is from Calcarious sandstones and 
shales and, as a rule, are characterized by relatively low density and moisture 
content. The soil is high in alkali content with a hardpan subsoil characteristic 
of these soils and a sparse cover of bromegrass or absolutely barren. Consider- 
able stretches of land have a desertlike aspect. 


IV. DESCRIPTION OF OILFIELD WITHIN THE DEVILS DEN-TULARE LAKE AREA 


A. There are five active producing wells situated within the Devils Den-Tulare 
Lake area; they are: 


| Produe- 


| Number! Depth | _ tion in 
Location Name of company | of wells | infeet | barrels in 

| | March 

1957 


| 
- |] | 
NW see. 17, T. 258., R20 E., | Tide Water Co... siihethnaledeteaae 1 3,000 | 
Mount Diablo. | 650 
NE sec. 29, T. 25S., R.20 E., | Union Oil Co...-..-..--- 2 2, 500 | 
Mount Diablo. j | 
NEX sec. 33, T. 258., R. 20 E, | Texas Oil Co., initial production Jan. | 1} 2, 700 
Mount Diablo. 11, 1955, 7 barrels per day, 97 per- | 
| gent cut, 18° gravity. } 
SWX sec 33, T. 258., R. 20 E., | Texas Oi] Co., initial production on | 
Mount Diablo. Sept. 9, 1955, 33 barrels per day, 89 | 
percent cut, 23° gravity. | 


| 
} ‘Teoh. { | 


It is a matter of conjecture whether the stated production is either “con- 
trolled” or due to a limited marginal productive rate. 

B. Trico gas field in Kern, Kings, Tulare Counties, Calif —Partly located within 
the Devils Den-Tulare Lake site and along and east of the boundary line. 

This gas-producing area embraces 23 sections of preven productive area and is 
8 miles wide by 10 miles long. The field is 12 miles west of the town of Delano. 
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There are eight gas-producing wells within the Devils Den-Tulare Lake area ; they 
are: 





Num- 
ber of Company 
well 


12 | Pacific Central Oil Co___- 


Location 


















Oe ae ee ae ee NEM sec. 1, T. 24 S., R. 22 E., Mount 





















iablo. 
1 | Standard Oil Company of California.___._........_.| S¥%sece. 1, T. 24S8., R. 22 E., Mount Diablo, 
2 | Shell Oil Co. (Alpangh unit) __........._..-----.-.- a 12, T. 248., R. 22 E., Mount 
iablo. 
5 “See rel ae ane Ci osc ae ter atce ear dae nial eA te 12, T. 24 8., R. 22 E., Mount 
iablo. 
1 | Trico Oil & Gas Co. (Chilvers Comm.) MYA and 
Atwell Island zone gas well. 
1 | Trico Oil & Gas Co..............---.....--.....---.| Center S. line sec. 12, T. 24S., R. 22 E., 
Mount Diablo. 
2 | Standard Oil Company of California (Natural Gas | NE sec. 13, T. 24 S., R. 22 E., Mount 
Corp., Heath). Diablo. 
T6 T SeeO Te OS CPOE Inc de necnennstnebighaageadeaen eRe 13, T. 24 S., R. 22 E., Mount 
ablo. 





Fifty-one gas producing wells are located east and north of the boundary 
lines. The gas reserves estimate of July 1, 1956, is 151,834,698 thousand cubic 
feet. 

C. Lost Hills oil field —It is conjectured that the oil field situated within the 
Devils Den-Tulare Lake area is in a structural continuation of the Lost Hills oil 
field, which augments the potentiality for oil production in the area. The 
proven productive area extends from the west quarter corner, sec. 2, T. 26 S., 
R. 20 E., Mount Diablo, and extends southeasterly to the east quarter corner, 
sec. 9, T 27 S., R. 21 E., Mount Diablo. The gas reserves estimate of July 1, 1956, 
is 6,428,177 thousand cubie feet; cumulative production of gas since 1920 is 
64,536,536 thousand cubie feet. Oil production for the first half of 1956 is 6,553 
barrels. 











Vv. LANDOWNERSHIP IN T. 25 S., R. 20 E., MOUNT DIABLO, WITHIN THE DEVILS 
DEN-TULARE LAKE AREA 






Location Name of owner Ownership 


T.258., R 20 E., Mount Diablo: 



















Sec. 


| 
Secs. Be tienen ec is RN cdicccunendincaice tees nen Own in fee, United States 
owns mineral rights. 

gate ase Richfield & Tide Water Co...........| Own in fee. 

RD oe ciiniscodhpo dc aumeatsauhigy Ane i a Daaankatchceséascdeceicn Do. 

NE UIE Dy b:iihsinclaanecsnctpansinsahainannelites ee EN Giunta ahdmescucccceeas Do. 
i a bee mead OG inh a ineacsnetehebeawa Do. 

De Ub nntentucucmenawebns Five owners_. pecabssawkodeak Do. 

Bee. Boo Se Richfield & TWA Co._--------.-.---- Do. 


This tabulation is not complete. It is understood that half of T. 25 S., R. 20 E., 
Mount Diablo, is owned in fee by major oil companies. 
















VI. RECOMMENDATION AND OPINION 





From the above described information, the following are the salient facts which 
make the Devils Den-Tulare Lake area undesirable because of engineering con- 
struction difficulties to be encountered and the high cost of subsequent mainte- 
nance of the naval installations. 

The unfavorable features of the site are: 

1. There are 5 producing oil wells within the area owned by the 3 major oil 
companies and 8 gas producing wells owned by the Trico Gas Co. situated within 
the Devils Den-Tulare Lake area. Fifty-one gas wells are located immediately 
east of the area. The mineral rights are estimated at $20 to $10,000 per acre, 
depending on the nearness to producing oil and gas fields, rates of production 
and estimates of oil and gas reserves. 

2. Hummocky surface of the entire area, existence of closed basins and sand 
ridges, which will entail the use of an approximately 3 million yards of fill for 
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leveling the ground. The cost of fill material and its transportation will run 
into a large sum of money. The Lemoore area in that respect is more favorable. 

3. Because of low gradient in the terrain the drainage is poor and there is 
a danger of flooding in times of heavy rains and cloudbursts. The drop in 
elevation is 2.5 feet per mile, while in Lemoore it is 11 to 12 feet per mile. 

4. Topographic features indicate the possibility of the existence of a fault zone 
with northwest trend. While no exact data exists in regard to this fault zone and 
its effects on future installations, it is a factor to be considered and studied in 
relation to engineering construction program. 

5. The area is isolated and far removed from the highways and railroads. The 
construction of same will run into millions of dollars. 

6. Flight clearance is probably lacking in northwest-southwest direction due to 
Kettleman Hills. 

7. The Interagency Committee on the subsidence in the San Joaquin Valley 
cites the Tulare-Wasco area where a noticeable subsidence was recorded due to 
tectonic disturbances (White Wolf Fault). 

WALDEMAR I. KONKOFF, 
Registered Professional Engineer, Mining and Geological. 


APPRAISAL SUPPLEMENT, TULARE LAKE, DEVILS DEN AREA 


By Fred B. Prakel, Contract Appraiser 


The area studied by this appraiser includes the six townships designated as: 
T. 24, S., R. 20 E., 21 E., and 22 E., in Kings County and T. 25 S., R. 20 E., 21 E., 
and 22 E., in Kern County. It appears from an examination of the records and 
information obtained that the western end of the property, particularly that 
in Kern County would carry a very high value predicated upon oil possibilities, 
being very close to Kettleman Hills. Records show that most all the land in 
T. 25 S., R. 20 E., is in the hands of major oil companies or controlled by large 
landowners and leased to the oil companies. I have been informed that there 
are several producing oil wells in the area and it is indeterminable as to the 
extent of the oil reserve inasmuch as the major companies have not drilled any 
further wells. T. 25 S., R. 21 E., indicates very recent sales on the basis of $200 
per acre in small parcels which indicates oil speculation. There are many small 
ownerships in this township. Land should range from $200 an acre in value 
upward based on mineral value plus whatever surface value there may be. 
T. 25 S., R. 22 E., indicated some sales were made on the basis of $50 per acre 
for surface rights and in one instance oil rights were included in the sale. The 
soil in this section appears to be substandard for any extensive type of farming 
operation. One or two sections have been leveled and checked and wells have 
been drilled which will only accommodate irrigation water from 200 to 250 
acres per well which is an expensive operation. 

The eastern end of the three townships in Kings County appear to have the 
same type of soil and growth. Inspection of cotton and barley crops indicated 
that they were substandard to normal production expectancy. Township 24 
south, range 22 east in which the greater portion of the La Hacienda Ranch 
properties are located appears to have a more favorable water situation which 
seems to enjoy some overflow waters from the two river sloughs, which is placed 
on some portions of the land by booster pumps; such a water right would be of 
value to small parcels if it were employed to soil that were as productive as that 
located some 10 or 12 miles north in the Tulare Lake Basin, proper; however, 
from the production observed in the immediate area, maximum crops are not 
anticipated even though the waters in certain limited areas may be available. 
It was observed that the northern portion of township 24 south, range 22 east, 
has a slightly better soil. The water situation in this area is somewhat ques- 
tionable, however, some irrigated farming is taking place. 

In conclusion, it is estimated that if a selected 32,000 acres were assembled 
as an appropriate site for an air station, comprising land in township 24 and 
25 south, range 22 east, Kings and Kern Counties, that such a parcel where 
most of the land appears to be in a raw state, more or less, with approximately 
5 to 8 sections having been developed and under irrigation an average value 
of such a parcel would range from $40 to $55 per acre exclusive of mineral rights. 
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APPRAISAL SUPPLEMENT TULARE LAKE-DEVILS DEN AREA 


Subject : Townships 24 and 25 south, range 20, 21, and 22 east, Kings and Kern 


Counties, Calif.; Tulare Lake Basin site, market value of and comments in 
relation to 


1. A site survey and inspection of approximately 30,000 acres lying in town- 
ship 24 south, range 22 east, Kings County, and township 25 south, range 22 east, 
Kern County, together with an examination of the county records in Hanford 
and Bakersfield, sales and listings from reliable sources covering land values 
here indicated the worth of the 30,000 acres ranged from $40 to $55 per. This 
was determined from the two listings following together with the information 
gathered from the above sources. 

2. The 30,000 acres covers primarily holdings of the La Hacienda Go. and Cox 
Ranch with intervening ownerships totaling in number about 234 ownerships. 

(a) Currently the Cox Ranch covering 10,240 acres in sections 7 through 10, 
15 through 22, and 27 through 30, or 4 square miles, is listed for sale by M. H. 
Lane (agent), 824 South Los Angeles Street, Anaheim, Calif., at $45 per acre. 
This lies in Kern County township 25 south, range 22 east, which lies within the 
area as offered to the Department of the Navy for not over $100 per acre. This 
is raw undeveloped land. 

(6b) Within this same township and range in Kern County, Charles Webster, 
a realtor in Bakersfield, has listed 960 acres for sale in section 1 and 2 which is 
just north and east of the Cox Rranch. This land is all leveled, has five 75-horse- 
power pumps, a ranch house and outbuildings and is presently under cultivation. 
There is no definite asking price for the ranch; however, to date no one has even 
made a reasonable offer, Mr. Webster indicated he thought the land was worth 
$50 per acre plus the improvements, although the owner had spent an average 
$150 per acre to level and prepare it for cultivation. 

8. In view of the above listings, personal inspection, and knowledge of the area. 
it is my opinion the average worth per acre for surface rights within subject 
area is $40 to $55 per acre. 


H. Harper, Staff Appraiser M, A. I, 


RESPONSE OF WESTHAVEN FARMERS ASSOCIATION 


By Gordon H. Garland 


Senator Hayden, chairman of the committee, kindly extended permission to 
respond to the statements of Congressman Hagen and the Navy. We appre- 
ciate the opportunity and submit herewith our response. 


PAID ADVOCATE 


Congressman Hagen most unnecessarily stated that I am, in this case, the 
paid advocate of the farmers who are threatened with the loss of their farms 
to the Navy. If Mr. Hagen would read the second sentence of my printed 
statement, he would find that set forth very clearly. It must also follow that 
as I represent the weak and inarticulate farmers who are trying to avoid 
losing their homes and farms so does the room full of brass and braid represent 
the powerful Navy in the same capacity. Even Mr. Hagen did not state that he 
was appearing at his own expense, but to the contrary stated that he was ap- 
pearing as a Congressman. I consider it a privilege to aid these innocent and 
hardworking farmers in their hour of peril and hope to prevent the loss of 
their farms and homes to this ill-conceived plan. 


INDIVIDUALS WITH PRIVATE BUSINESSES 


Congressman Hagen states in the record that he is certain that individuals 
have made arrangements with respect to their private business which would 
constitute an inequity if the decision to locate a jet base at Lemoore were 
changed. I respectfully remind Mr. Hagen that the farmers whose homes 
and farms are imperiled are also threated with even greater inequities if this 
untimely and unwise decision on the part of the Navy is not changed. 
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OPTIONS ON ALTERNATE SITE PROPERTIES 


Congressman Hagen expressed a wish that the options on over 25,000 acres 
of land in the alternate side be put in the record. We gratify his wish and 
submit those options herewith for the record. Being a lawyer, it is evident 
that Mr. Hagen did not read the options (2 in number) one for some 10,200 
acres, the other for some 15,500 acres. If so, he surely would not have said 
that an intermediary was to profit at the rate of $1 per acre or for a total of 
$25,000. There is no provision in either of the options for any sum to go to 
any intermediary beyond the $1 which is to assure the sufficiency of the option. 
If Mr. Hagen will point to $1 or $25,000 in either of the options te go te an in- 
termediary, we will herewith pledge and guarantee the delivery of that sum 
of money to the Navy to help defray the cost of the site. We suggest this 
same procedure in connection with any and all options outstanding dependent 
on either the Lemoore or the alternate sites, 

We stress the fact that thousands of acres of land are available in the al- 
ternate site area for $40 to $60 per acre. We made thé two options available 
to the Navy to prove that huge tracts of land could be had quickly and with 
ease. We recommend that the Navy buy this cheaper land. The Navy can 
also take under eminent domain or try to negotiate a lower price on the land 
under options. 


84 MILLIONS OF DOLLARS SAVING IN LAND AT ALTERNATE SITE 


We submit herewith a copy of forced sale document in the Lemoore site. 
This sale was for $300 per acre less the mineral rights. This was without any 
consideration for valuable cotton allotment or crops growing on the land. Stan- 
ford Research Institute fixes a minimum of $25 and a maximum of $75 per acre 
for mineral rights or an average of $37.50. Thus, taking even this forced sale 
at $300 per acre plus $37.50 per acre for mineral rights as a sample of values at 
Lemoore, and the average of $75 per acre at the alternate site, this reflects a 
land saving alone of $814) million. This huge sum of money is called unimportant 
by the Congressman and the Navy. 


LAND SUBSIDENCE 


Congressman Hagen stated in the record that he did not know what period 
was covered by the engineering data on land subsidence which I presented. He 
is entitled to that information with which the Navy obviously has not supplied 
him. To this end, I present for the record pages 287 through 293 of volume 37, 
No. 3, Transactions, American Geophysical Union, June 1956. We direct particu- 
lar attention to the last sentence on page 292 and the first paragraph on page 
293 set forth here in part: “The maximum subsidence recorded was at bench- 
mark G 805, 2% miles north of Huron, which declined about 7.5 feet between 
1947 and 1954. (Unadjusted preliminary elevations, 1954, by United States 
Coast and Geodetic Survey adjusted 0.8 foot downward to make previously stable 
area in Kettleman Hills stable with respect to valley area.) The maximum sub- 
sidence from 1943 to 1953 in the northern area oecurred at benchmark GWM 
77, about 744 miles southwest of Mendota, which declined 6.8 feet. Bench mark 
246 USGS, about 4 miles north of GWM 77, apparently subsided 5.7 feet between 
1919 and 1943, thereby suggesting a total subsidence in the northern area of 
about 12 feet.” 

Huron is only 6 miles west of the Lemoore site and it is from this area that 
Captain Sanger says the Navy moved east to please the farmers. Is it possible 
that the Navy did not discover this critical and treacherous subsidence problem 
in their selection of the site? 


WHO SUPPORTS NAVY INSTALLATION AT LEMOORE? 


Congressman Hagen says he believes the people in the district support the 
Lemoore site. We point to the committee of 1,400 citizens, the Board of Super- 
visors of Kern County (the largest county in the district), every commercial 
agricultural aeroplane operator in the district, the Civil Aeronautics Director, 
the Woolgrowers Association, the National Pilots and Aircraft Owners Associ- 
ation, Westhaven Farmers Association, and to the largest daily newspaper, the 
Bakersfield Californian located in the district, all opposed. We believe an over- 
whelming majority of the people in the congressional district are opposed to 
endangering their lives, schools, homes, and property by placing the jet base at 
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Lemoore and invite the Congressman to take a poll of the district at our expense 
to prove the point. 


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MADE BY CAPTAIN SANGER 
Familiarity with site 


Captain Sanger said he is familiar with the alternate site only to have every 
following statement he made to the committee prove that he either knows noth- 
ing about it, or if so, he was unwilling to reveal it. 


Political pressure 


Captain Sanger stated he wanted to clear up the record in regard to political 
pressure on the Navy to move from Moffett Field. We submit herewith for the 
record a clipping from the Corcoran Journal of March 29, 1957, in which they set 
forth a partial reprint of a news release appearing in the San Francisco Exami- 
ner of March 10, 1957, in which Congressman Charles 8S. Gubser is quoted as 
follows: 

“Acceleration on construction and other work connected with the new master 
naval jet base at Lemoore is in prospect, following the Navy’s announcement of 
a 1-year speedup in its plans. The speedup was prompted by the danger of 
jetplanes to the built-up area around Moffett Field. 

Representative Charles S. Gubser, Republican, California, asked President 
Eisenhower and Secretary of the Navy Charles E. Thomas that all Moffett jets 
be moved to Lemoore as fast as possible “in view of the danger to my constituents.” 
With the speedup, Naval Air Station, Lemoore, could be commissioned in 1960 
instead of 1961. 

Rate of construction is the limiting factor. It will take 2 full years to build 
the runways, Thomas said. 

Gubser said Thomas informed him that “carrier air groups will be relocated 
from Moffett Field as soon as the capacity to support them becomes available at 
Lemoore.” 

Thus the record is clear and certain even though Captain Sanger may not have 
known it. 


Land values 


In response to a question by Senator Young, Captain Sanger says “yes” and 
“no” at the same time as to values of land, but admitted he had no figures to 
quote on alternate site lands. 


Air coordinating committee 


Captain Sanger stated that airspace for Lemoore is approved by the Air 
Coordinating Committee and then lists the names of some of the component 
members as having approved. The facts are that the Navy has not sought 
clearance for the alternate site and that some of the members of the Air 
Coordinating Committee are very much opposed to the Lemoore site. 


Airway 
Captain Sanger says the alternate site would fall immediately under an air- 


way. He should know that to change or reroute that particular airway presents 
only a minor problem. 


Land subsidence 


Captain Sanger further proves his lack of knowledge of either one of the 
sites by stating that the Navy moved its first selected site 6 miles to the east to 
please the farmers. The facts are that it was pointed out to the Navy that critical 
land subsidence had occurred and was still in an active state (from 8 to 12 feet) 
in the area from which the Navy moved. Captain Sanger probably does not 
know that the Lemoore site which the Navy seeks to take is also in a very active 
subsidence area and that land sinking over 3 feet is a matter of record within 
the confines of the site which the Navy wants. 

Documentary proof: We have submitted documentary proof of our statements 
(p. 287 through 293 of vol. 37, No. 3, Transactions, American Geophysical Union. 
June 1956). This same data proves that there is no land subsidence at the alter- 
nate site we propose. 

If Captain Sanger had any authority or inclination to do so, he could only make 
the farmers of the area happy by moving completely ont of the valley. 











SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 347 


Lack of justification of Lemoore site 


Captain Sanger says that the Lemoore project is the most important one in 
the naval construction program. This is the typical claim of a bureaucrat made 
without proof or documentary support but even worse—a shocking lack of 
knowledge of the problem. It seems that desire and justification are synono- 
mous terms to Captain Sanger. 

We have documented every important phase of our case. The Navy has not 
to our knowledge documented a single claim on their side. 

We believe that as American citizens and taxpayers we are entitled to have 
our problems resolved on the basis of facts. We beseech this august body of 
distinguished United States Senators to defer action on this matter. The facts 
and truth are easily available. We will assist this or any other committee of 
the Congress to gather and assemble the facts in accordance with any plan 
laid down. 

When jet runways are built on the land its ability to produce is destroyed. 
Jet bases can operate efficiently on desert or wastelands where neither food 
nor fiber can be grown. 

Our simple and sincer prayer is: Please do not dispossess the farmers of their 
homes, their farms, and their livelihood except on a showing of facts that it 
is necessary in the interest of national security and defense. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS FOR ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. ELLARD WALSH, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY 
BRIG. GEN. MARK H. GALUSHA, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. General Walsh is here with respect to the Na- 


tional Guard Association of the United States. 

General Watsu. I am accompanied by Brig. Gen. Mark H. Galusha, 
our executive assistant. I havea very brief statement. 

Over a. period of 35 years I have appeared before committees of 
the Congress to represent the National Guard. It has always been 
a particularly inspiring and satisfying experience to come before this 
committee because you ‘have understood the problems of the National 
Guard. The fact that some of your members have actually served 
as members of the guard, while others serving as the chief executive 
of their State were the commander in chief, has taught you what the 
guard has done and is capable of doing. For this reason, this com- 
mittee over the years has been most generous for which each mem- 
ber of the Army and Air National Guard is most grateful. 

Before discussing construction funds for the Army National Guard 
may I divert briefly to express my personal thanks to each member of 
this committee for increasing the training funds for the Army Na- 
tional Guard in the recently enacted Defense Appropriation Act. I 
am fully aware that while these increases did not prevail in conference, 
this committee had no other choice. Already the shortage of train- 
ing money has resulted in the deletion of four training assemblies dur- 
ing the first quarter of the current fiscal year. W hile it is presumed 
that these four drills may be reinstated toward the end of the fiscal 
year, little consideration is given to the fact that a member of the Na- 
tional Guard, as a citizen soldier, earns his livelihood as a civilian 
and participates in training during periods from which he is free from 
occupational duties. Increasing ‘the normal number of drills from 
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1 to 2 each week will certainly work a hardship on many individuals 
and is certain to decrease participation. 

The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 (Public Law 783, 81st 
Cong.) was a milestone in the history of the National Guard. It 
marked the beginning of contributions by the Federal Government 
toward the construction costs of National Guard armories, which prior 
to that time had been borne entirely then by the States. "In the early 
years of this ect this program moved very slowly for many reasons, but 
chiefly due to he lack of enthusiasm on the pert of the Department of 
Defense to build National Guard armories. Every conceivable road- 
block was tried in that period. As a result up until 2 years ago, large 
sums appropriated by the Congress were carried over each fiscal year, 
With the continuing help of the Congress, 2 years ago the program 
started to roll and during fiscal year 19! 56 and 1957 there was expended, 

each year, nearly $30 million of Federal funds on National Guard 
armories. 

As many of the members of this committee are aware, from personal 
knowledge, there is still a dire need for new armories for some units 
of the Army National Guard. Asa matter of fact, General McGowan, 
Chief of the Army Division, National Guard Bureau, advised this 
committee that the program is about one-half completed. Moreover, 
the States are far ahead of the Federal Government in appropriating 
funds for this program. 
AVAILABILITY OF MATCHING FUNDS 
Senator Ture. Do the States have money available right now to 
match Federal funds? 

General Watsu. Yes, sir. The States have now reported to the 
National Guard Bureau of the Department of the Army that they 
have slightly in excess of $35 million available. 

On the basis of the act which I just cited, the National Defense 
Facilities Act, if the Federal Government kept its word, then it would 
appropriate $105 million. We never asked for such appropriation 
but we do feel rather strongly that the Government should at least 
match the States dollar for dollar, because, as you know, Senator 
Thye, much of this State money is only 1-year money, and some is 2- 
year money where the States operate on the biennial basis, and if they 
do not disburse that money within the time set, then they lose it and 
then it is very difficult to get that reinstated by the legislatures. 

Senator Tuyr. Thank you very much. 

General Warsi. A recent survey of the States shows that they have 
appropriated and have available at this time in excess of $35 million 
toward their share of new armories for which they have submitted 
projects. While Public Law 783 provides that the Federal Govern- 
ment will fund not to exceed 75 percent of the total cost of such 
armories, in actual experience the joint costs approximately are 55 
percent for the Federal Government and 45 percent for the State. 

The defense budget for the current year proposes $17 million for 
armory construction and $3 million for nonarmory: construction for 
a total of $20 million. This amount is included in the overall budget 
figure of $55 million for military construction, Army Reserve Forces, 
which amount has been reduced by $9 million by the House Appro- 
priation Committee. T am still unable to determine the part of this 
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$9 million reduction that is to be applied against National Guard 
armory and nonarmory construction. I have always prided myself 
in being able to understand financial statements and accounting, but 
such terms as “obligation programs,” “budget control,” “expenditure 
ceilings,” and so forth, as they are applicable to appropriations, cer- 
tainly confuse me. Stripped of all these confusing terms, the prob- 
lem of the States, who are a cosponsor of this program, is as follows: 


PROBLEMS OF THE STATES INVOLVED 


1. There is in the several States available a grand total in excess of 
$35 million to proceed with construction of armories. 

2. Many States have already gone to the expense of purchasing or 
otherwise procuring sites for new armories, which under the law is 
required and is not a part of the construction costs. 

3. The Federal Government has made available and expended ap- 
proximately $30 million of Federal funds each year for the past 2 years. 

It would appear desirable to continue this program at a uniform rate 
and while I cannot determine the amount of money recommended by 
the House Appropriations Committee for armory and nonarmory 
construction for the Army National Guard, I strongly urge that $30 
million be made available for this purpose. While such an amount 
would not utilize all the available state funds, it would at least ap- 
proximate the amounts which they have appropriated. 

Again, I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to express 
our Views. 

Again I wish to express my thanks to this committee and if the 
chairman will permit me, as I mentioned in the beginning, I have been 
appearing before these committees for 35 years and this is my last ap- 
pearance. 

Senator Younc. Iam sorry to hear that. 

Chairman Haypen. We sincerely regret to hear you say that. 

General Watsu. I am afraid I feel a little differently about it. 
October 10 is my last day. 

Senator Youne. General Walsh looks like too hale and hearty and 
young a man to be stepping out of the responsibilities that he now 
holds. 

General Watsu. You are very kind, Senator Thye, and so was 
Senator Young. I served under Senator Thye when he was Gov- 
ernor. 

Senator Tryr. Senator Hayden, General Walsh was a great ad- 
jutant general. There was none better. 


MINNESOTA PROJECTS 


General and Mr. Chairman, we have seven projects in Minnesota, 
armories and that is what you are talking about. 

General Watsu. That is part of the program. The same holds 
true in North Dakota. 

Senator Tuyr. A few projects had been definitely approved, but 
they were caught in the freeze of the executive order of the Secretary 
of Defense. I believe that will be lifted, but I think there are still 
some others which are in question. I do not think we can have a 
strong reserve training and a strong National Guard unless we have 
the facilities that they can train in or that you can house the equip- 
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ment in. It is the feeling of pride in connection with their unit that 
attracts the other young people to enroll and become a part of these 
organizations. 

General Waxsu. Senator Thye, Mr. Chairman, and Senator 
Young, it does not seem to make sense to be constantly increasing 
the strength of the Army and Air National Guard unless you have 
facilities in which to place that strength. It just does not add up. 
If I am not willing to support that strength by equipment, material 
and facilities, then the strength should be frozen. Yet only a few 
months ago beginning two years ago and continuing up to February 
of this year, the Congress was told by Defense they needed a ready 
reserve of 2,900,000, or a total of 4,900,000. Now, that whole con- 
cept has changed. We would like to be stabilized somewhere so we 
know where on earth we are. As of March 31, we had gone out and 
built our strength on the Army National Guard side to 434,000. 
Now we are told to get down to 400,000. Well, we are willing to do 
that, but it is bad business, and it has a very adverse effect on morale. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, we are so very grateful to you and the com- 
mittee. 

Chairman Haypen. The committee will stand in recess until 10:30 
tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon at 12:40 p. m., Thursday, August 8, 1957, a recess was 
taken until Friday, August 9, 1957, at 10:30 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 9, 1957 


Untrep States Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Havdeit Senators Chavez, Ellender, Young, 
Thye, Smith and Potter. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Miuirary Construction, Ai Force 


STATEMENTS OF HON. JAMES H. DOUGLAS, SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE; JOHN M. FERRY, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR INSTALLA- 
TIONS; BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM E. RENTZ, DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR 
INSTALLATIONS, DIRECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, DCS/0; 
LEWIS R. TURNER, DIRECTORATE OF BUDGET; COL. EDGAR R. 
JACKSON, DIRECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, DCS/0; COL. MELVIN 
T. EDMONDS, DIRECTORATE OF INSTALLATIONS, DCS/0; LT. 
COL. JAMES A. DARBY, DIRECTORATE OF OPERATIONS, DCS/0; 
COL. S. F. NOONAN, AFACA; AND LT, COL. ARTHUR WITTERS, 
AGA 


REQUEST FOR RESTORATION OF HOUSE REDUCTIONS 


Chairman Haypen. I will call this meeting to order at this time. 

We received a letter from Secretary of Defense Wilson, transmitting 
a request for restoration of the cuts made by the House in the military 
construction items for all three services. 


Lam going to read Mr. Wilson’s letter for the record: 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Department of Defense has reviewed H. R. 9131, 
chapter II, as passed by the House of Representatives. 

The action by the House has reduced the Department of Defense request for 
military construction and military construction Reserve Forces by $209 million. 
After careful consideration of the proposed reduction, the restoration of $190 
million is requested for the military departments, as follows: 


Total 


It appears from the committee report that these reductions are related to the 
unobligated balances in the appropriations available from prior years. The 
carryover of approximately $700 million from past year appropriations, as of 
June 30, 1957, is a reasonable amount for a program of this magnitude. It should 
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be noted that of this carryover, approximately half of the amount ($360 million) 
will be available for new contract awards and advance planning. In the balance 
of the $700 million there is included approximately $32 million in the Army 
account for a project sponsored by an agency outside the Department of Defense, 
and the balance, approximately $308 million, is necessary to complete work under- 
way in various parts of the world as of June 30, 1957. ; 

This appropriation request as submitted to the Congress is approximately $457 
million less than the amount of $2,122 million included in the President’s budget. 
At the time of the decision of the executive branch to submit an appropriation 
request for military construction of $1,665 million, it was agreed with the Bureau 
of the Budget that, for fiscal year 1958, a level of obligations of the equivalent 
amount in the 3 appropriations could be accommodated within an expenditure 
limitation of $38 billion. 

I feel that these amounts should be restored to permit construction and forward 
planning to continue these important projects of the military departments at a 
reasonable level over the next year end. 

Sine 7 rs 
aerate C. E. WILson, 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, August 8, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, ah 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Department of Defense has reviewed H. R. 9131, 
chapter II, as passed by the House of Representatives. 

The action by the House has reduced the Department of Defense requests for 
military construction and military construction, Reserve forces, by $209 million. 
After careful consideration of the proposed reductions, the restoration of $190 
million is requested for the military departments as follows: 


$20, 000, 000 
70, 000, 000 


$190, 000, 000 

It appears from the committee report that these reductions are related to the 
unobligated balances in the appropriations available from prior years, The 
earryover of approximately $700 million from past year appropriations, as of 
June 30, 1957, is a reasonable amount for a program of this magnitude. It should 
be noted that of this carryover approximately half of the amount ($360 million) 
will be available for new contract awards and advance planning. In the balance 
of the $700 million there is included approximately $32 million in the Army 
account for a project sponsored by an agency outside the Department of De- 
fense, and the balance, approximately $308 million, is necessary to complete 
work underway in various parts of the world as of June 30, 1957. 

This appropriation request as submitted to the Congress is approximately 
$457 million less than the amount of $2,122 million included in the President's 
budget. At the time of the decision by the executive branch to submit an ap- 
propriation request for military construction of $1,665 million, it was agreed 
with the Bureau of the Budget that, for fiscal year 1958, a level of obligations 
of the equivalent amount in the three appropriations could be accommodated 
within an expenditure limitation of $38 billion. 

I feel that these amounts should be restored to permit construction and for- 
ward planning to continue these important projects of the military departments 
at a reasonable level over the next year end. 

Sincerely yours, 


C. FE. WILson. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


MiImirary CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 


(P. 4, line 16) 
et RIOT REO ne SS Soe ee econiiae erie ennai deteaieaeiel $202, 000, 000 
SS COTE en eee eee in erate iter cuchanesiee teat onees <aeaaieasedineanai 325, 000, 000 
nee "CORR TTTOO a ee ees bale aeaiees sphebetaeeall 305, 000, 000 
Dee OO ee ene ee Nosca te oneeaeaii eign elas seeeaeeaan 305, 000, 000. 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 4, line 16; strike out “$305,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$325,000,- 
000”, an increase of $20,000,000 over the House approved amount and $0 below 
the estimate. 

EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To restore the $20 million reduction imposed by the House Appropriations 
Committee and grant appropriations equal to the 1958 estimate. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


“The Department of the Army requested an appropriation of $325 million to 
finance the military construction program during fiscal year 1958, The com- 
mittee recommends $305 million, a reduction of $20 million based on unappor- 
tioned balances to be carried forward into fiscal year 1958. The fiscal year 1957 
program forecast obligations totaling $370 million; however, preliminary esti- 
mates indicate that only $353 million will be obligated. As these are no-year 
funds, the balance will be available for obligation in fiscal year 1958, The latest 
estimate of unobligated funds to be carried forward, based on preliminary 
reports, is $160 million. This amount coupled with the appropriation’ recom- 
mended will provide a total availability in 1958 of $465 million. Approximately 
$107 million of this amount is tied up in Government costs and contingencies on 
work in progress and certain classified projects. The balance of $358 million 
will be available for the new program. Based on estimated obligations of $350 
million there will be a carryover of approximately $115 million into fiscal year 
1959 for the purpose of covering the necessary costs on projects,;underway and: 
to permit continuation of the program without delay at the beginning of the 
fiseal year prior to receipt of the appropriations in the field. 

“The program against which these funds are to be applied totals $873,636,000. 
It is comprised of $297,039,000 new authorization contained in the pending 
authorization bill; $12,625,000 of prior authorization to be reprogramed against 
fiscal year 1958 family housing requirements in accordance with section 413 
of H. R. 8240; $19,622,000 in general authorization (advance design, Cape- 
hart utilities, emergency and minor new construction) ; and $44,350,000 for 
previously approved projects that have not yet been funded. The committee 
recommends approval of the funding plan as presented (which appears in de- 
tail on page 340 of the overall volume of hearings) with the exception of one 
item of prior authorization requiring final approval by the appropriate com- 
mittees of Congress. This matter has been explained in detail earlier in this 
report. The item stricken is for the acquisition of land at the Forth Worth 
General Depot, Tex., in the amount of $153,000. 

“The following tabulation sets forth the amounts approved by the committee 
for the various installations and activities within the program: * * *,? 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of the Army requests your committee, to grant the full ap- 
propriation of $325 million in order to proceed in fiascal year 1958 with urgently 
required programs as outlined below : 


Okinawa Land Payment, $10 million 


It is United States national policy that Okinawa landowners should receive 
fair and prompt compensation for United States forces use of their land. After 
on-the-spot survey, the Price subcommittee of the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee recommended that the Department of the Army, as executive agent; should 
proceed to acquire long-term interests in land required by all United States 
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forces in Okinawa. The Department of the Army is committed to fund $30 mil- 
lion for this purpose. 

After the commander in chief, Far East publicly announced the United States 
policy for long-term land acquisition and indicated prompt implementation, the 
Department of the Army initiated the program by funding $12 million in 
fiscal year 1957 and committing the $18 million balance for fiscal year 1958 
funding. If the proposed amendment is granted, the Department of Army will 
be able to increase the Okinawa land payment funding for fiscal year 1958 
to the full $18 million commitment, or an increase of $10 million over the 
$8 million presently in the funding plan. 


Access roads, $8,500,000 


Department of the Army has committments to provide funds to the Bureau 
of Public Roads for the construction of access roads necessary to support mili- 
tary installations. A requirement of $3,600,000 has already been certified in 
fiscal year 1957. None of this work could be included in Department of Army 
proposed funding plan. Since some of these projects cannot be delayed beyond 


fiscal year 1958 it is considered necessary that additional funds be provided to 
meet these committments. 


Capehart housing facilities, $2 million 


Essentially all of the appropriated fund housing requested by the Department 
of the Army for the continental United States for fiscal year 1958 has been 
deleted from the Army program by the Department of Defense. Therefore, most 
of the housing expected to be obtained for fiscal year 1958 must be obtained 
through the Capehart housing program. These additional funds, provided 
from the military construction, are for these utilities outside the project boundary 
required to support the projects scheduled for construction in fiscal year 1958 
under the Capehart housing program. Without these additional funds, Cape- 
hart projects awards will be limited during fiscal year 1958. 


Emergency construction funds, $2 million 


Emergency funds now contained within the Department of the Army military 
construction, Army, funding plan amount to $1 million. Based on past ex- 
perience, additional emergency requirements as a result of acts of God will sure- 
ly arise. Emergency project of this type must be funded and, unless the addi- 
tional funds requested are provided, these urgently required projects cannot 
be accomplished. 


Minor new construction, $2,500,000 


In fiscal year 1958, the Department of the Army must provide MCA funds for 
minor new construction projects. Projects of this type were accomplished in 
previous fiscal years with maintenance and operation, Army, funds. The mini- 
mum fiscal year 1958 estimated requirements based on past years experience, 
total $8,900,000. The present funding plan includes only $6,400,000 for this 
category of project. Additional funds are necessary to meet the minimum 
estimated requirements. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
(P. 5, line 21.) 


1957 appropriation___._____--_ e : 0 
1958 estimate 335, 000, 000 
DEER coe os thklets cscs dattp abbabboka bic tn dict champs ene naleaien ie ees ay 265, 000, 000 


265, 000, 000 
(House Hearings, Military Construction Appropriation for 1958.) 


The Department of the Navy requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 5, line 21: Strike out “$265,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
“$335 000,000”, which is the budget estimate and an increase of $70,000,000 over 
the House approved amount. 
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EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To restore $70 million reduced by the House of Representatives, as indicated in 
H. R. 9131. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


“The committee recommends the appropriation of $265 million for military 
construction, a reduction of $70 million in the budget estimate of $335 million. 
Testimony developed by the committee discloses that at the end of fiscal year 
1957, the unobligated balance of the military construction program was approxi- 
mately $178 million. Of this amount, $70 million is unapportioned and surplus 
to the needs of prior year programs, and thus available for the fiscal year 1958 
construction program. 

“The military construction program presented to the committee by the Navy 
for funding approval totals $386,195,000, This request includes $312,955,500 for 
continental projects and $73,239,500 for overseas projects. The funding program 
includes projects totaling $44,691,000 which have been previously approved for 
funding by the Congress but for which funds had not been apportioned through 
fiscal year 1957, and $28,046,000 from prior year authorizations, which have not 
yet been approved for funding. The remaining amount of $313,458,000 represents 
projects which are contained in the fiscal year 1958 authorization bill, 

“The funding program approved by the committee totals $378,981,800, a reduc- 
tion of $7,213,200 in the budget request. This approved funding program is in 
accordance with the priority list formulated by the Department of the Navy and 
submitted to the committee with the exception of two programs, both involving 
land acquisitions for which no approval has been obtained from the reviewing 
authorities.” 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The House of Representatives yesterday considered a report from the Appro- 
priation Committee in which the Navy’s request for appropriations was reduced 
from $335 million to $265 million. In its report, the committee expressed the 
belief that the difference of $70 million could be funded from uncommitted and 
unapportioned funds in that amount which were carried forward from fiscal year 
1957, and still permit the Navy to reach the obligational target of $335 million 
established by the current Department of Defense financial plan. 

A $265 million appropriation plus a carryover of $178 million from fiscal year 
1957 results in an availability of $443 million during fiscal year 1958. The 
obligation of $335 million during fiscal year 1958 will leave a carryover of $108 
million into fiscal year 1959. This is a considerably smaller carryover than in 
the past and if normal delay is experienced in obtaining an appropriation for 
fiscal year 1959, there will not be sufficient funds available to keep the construc- 
tion program in motion during the hiatus, resulting in unacceptable costs to the 
Government. 

As a matter of prudent management, therefore, we request your committee to 
grant the full appropriation of $335 million to assure continuity and economy in 
execution of the construction program. The obligation for fiscal year 1958 will 
be the same under either appropriated sum, the reason for the request for 
restoration of the House action being solely one of insuring program continuity. 

The program to be financed by this appropriation aggregates $386,195,000. 
The House has withheld approval for funding on certain line items for flight 
clearance land acquisition totaling $7,213,200. This reduces the funding pro- 
gram to $378,981,800. The Navy interposes no objection to this action because 
it is understood that when the Navy secures the approval of Senate and House 
Armed Services Committees to proceed with these acquisitions, the House Ap- 
propriations Committee will entertain requests to restore these projects to the 
funding list. In other words, the funding list as set forth in the House report 
is satisfactory, if it is understood that it is subject to amendment. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


(P. 6, line 14) 


Millions 
ROUT approepmistion..... <2 sciiidimisasoudsn ei nedtampiensietiiiddp eased $1, 228 
Des CR Ate ss oi. siete baste beseech bie slnnues—a- elas 1, 000 
Beoume Committee. isc is nc sis seid hues ianees ojunes—s80te-tde-~w~ 900 


House floor 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


(House hearings, p. 2) 


The Department of the Air Force requests the following amendment: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 6, line 14, strike out ‘$900,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$1,000,- 
000,000”, an increase of $100 million over the House committee approved appro- 
priation amount and $100 million over the House action. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Restoration of the House committee cut of $100 million in appropriations for 
fiscal year 1958 and $100 million over the House floor action will provide the 
minimum funds for construction required in 1958, $1 billion. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


The House committee report recommends a program of $1,158,487,000 for the 
Department of the Air Force, a reduction of $17,210,000 and new appropriations 
of $900 million—a reduction of $100 million in the request for new funds. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Approved the recommendation of the House committee. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of the Air Force requests the restoration of $100 million so 
that urgently required construction can be initiated in fiscal year 1958. 

The Department of the Air Force anticipates an early release from the present 
restrictions on obligational activity, and has the capacity to obligate $1,060,- 
000,000 in fiscal year 1958 as indicated in the budget estimates. Based upon 
present Air Force plans for military construction in fiscal year 1958, it is esti- 
mated that military construction appropriation funds can be obligated as follows: 


Millions 
1st quarter 
2d quarter 
3d quarter 
RE UE cline ine ee eel ete ta peer are a eater tha an eee ee aa egsoten sereenioad 


Total fiscal year 1958 


This total of obligations can be achieved notwithstanding the delay resulting 
from the restrictions on funding activity during the fourth quarter of fiscal year 
1957 and the first quarter of fiscal year 1958, and the unusual delay in approval 
of the fiscal year 1958 military construction appropriation. Obligations in this 
amount will leave a carryover of unobligated balances into fiscal year 1959 of 
approximately $300 million. 

Specific reclama to the House committee action in reducing the program re- 
quest of the Air Force is as follows: 


“AIR FORCE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION 


“Air Force Academy, runway and related items, $8,332,000 


“The Air Force requests that the runway and related items which comprise 
the initial increment of facilities for the Air Force Academy's flying activity be 
reinstated. This activity is an integral part of the cadet curriculum. The cadet 
receives 178 hours of flying in support of his navigation training. In addition, 
his airmanship indoctrination includes flights designed to activate him to a life- 
time of service as an officer in the Regular Establishment. These include jet 
flights, airlifts to other Air Force installations, and later may possibly include 
some light plane pilot indoctrination. The 1957 Board of Visitors, composed of 5 
Senators, 5 Representatives, and 5 Presidential appointees, strongly recom- 
mended this cadet primary flight training. 

“We have thoroughly investigated the possibility of using other airfields. 
Peterson Airport, a municipal field 23 miles away, through Colorado Springs, 
would in any event require extensive additions estimated at $8 million, to ac- 
commodate the Academy flying mission. This sum does not include relocation 
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costs of a commercial air terminal and hangars which would be required by 
the city of Colorado Springs. Lowry Air Force Base is 65 miles away. Its use 
would be extremely unsatisfactory due to time lost in transportation. 

“The long construction lead time of airfield paving and facilities indicated 
their inclusion in this program. As you know, the cadet wing will reach full 
strength in 1962. Our phasing of the airfield construction is designed to give 
us an operational field by mid-1960. At that time our strength will number 
approximately 1,640 cadets. Until the field is built, there is no practical al- 
ternative other than the use of Lowry Air Force Base by the cadet wing, an 
arrangement which is costly and inefficient both from the point of view of trans- 
portation dollars and from the standpoint of effective utilization of cadet time. 


“Land acquisition items under prior years’ authorizations, $1,028,000 


“The Air Force requests that all land acquisition items, deleted from the fiscal 
year 1958 military construction appropriation program as not having been 
eleared with the Armed Services Committees of the Congress, be reinstated. 

“Title VI, Public Law 155, 82d Congress, Ist session, (sec. 60la) requires 
that the Secretary of the Air Force shall come into agreement with the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives with 
respect to ‘acquisitions of real property where fee title is to be acquired for 
an amount in excess of $25,000." The Air Force requests reinstatement of the 
land acquisition items listed in the subparagraph below, for the reasons given 
in the subparagraph headings: 


! | 
Authorized | 
Installation by Public Item Acres Cost 
Law 


!_ 





Thou- 

(a) Fee title is not be acquired: sands 
Otis AFB 968-84 | Land, easement, clearance. 225, 000 
Oxnard AFB YOR—S4 MOD sine ctniincadagettidiow athe 914, 580 
Stewart AFB_.- 968-84 |___..do ss dilaat caaiaidieddaie al 147, 000 
Truax Field j YOR-84 do soe 430, 000 
Youngstown MAP wid | Y68-84 ..do idan abomal 122, 500 
Laur. G. Hanscom Field. __-- | 698-84 |.....do._.. sib cecistiien wchhip bial 288, 000 
Randolph AFB-. eee SEE Tac on cl eaceiehtieengiattee Eten wei , 150, 850 
Sheppard AFB____. 698-84 | -do. . : Sse 600, 000 
Sewart AFB. 968-84 |____.do ; ta PE : 220, 000 
AC&W sites (RX and TX)_._ 968-84 | Land, easement, right-of- 121, 000 

way. 


; 
1 


(6) Land acquisition items do not exceed 
$25,000: | | | 
Youngstown MAP - 068-84 Land, fee purchase all 58, 090 
AC&W sites (RX and TX) !__- 68-84 do : 266, 000 | 
(c) Secretary of the Air Force has com- YOR-84 oo ee one 103, 000 | 
plied with the provisions of sec. | 
60la by obtaining the necessary 
clearances of the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and | 
House of Representatives: Laur. | 


Rm PS we Fee SEI STS 


G, Hanscom Fld.2 


-— 





! This item involves the acquisition of land at 20 sites. It is not expected that the cost of land at any one 
site will exceed $25,000. 

? Clearances were obtained by letter from the committees as follows: Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Oct. 5, 1956; House Armed Services Committee, July 30, 1956. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypven. Now, Secretary Douglas, you are the first wit- 
ness, and I think it would be proper for you to comment on the Sec- 
retary’s letter. 

Secretary Dovuenas. I would be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that I have a statement which I would like to file as 
part of ‘the record. 

Chairman Haypen. I didn’t mean that you had to do that if you 
didn’t want to. 

Secretary Doveras. This statement, sir, is rather a full statement, 
and I think that the members of this committee are so familiar with 
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the problems that we are faced with that we can get down to a few 
important aspects of the situation. 

Chairman Haypen. Your statement will be filed as a part of the 
record at this point, together with pages 10, 11, and 12 of the 
justifications. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Miuitary CoNnstrucTION, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Program and financing 


Actual, 1956 | Estimate, Estimate, 
1957 1958 


PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 

. Planning-- ----------| $45,640,058 | $40, 600, 000 $25, 000, 000 
2. Military construction, continental United States. -| 594, 621, 025 700, 900, 000 784, 000, 000 
. Military construction, outside continental United States__- 475, 868,357 | 365, 700, 000 185, 000, 000 
. Minor construction _ -- Kts.die  hibe ee 18, 471, 778 21, 600, 000 18, 000, 000 


5. Support activities j sesitilestasssucd th ideioe 25, 600, 000 29, 000, 000 
. Reserve forces construction........-.--.------------------ iat $5 27, 600, 000 19, 000, 000 


Total obligations - / 1, 134, 601, 218 i, 182, 000, 000 


—6, 601, 671 
Unothizated balance trans sferre d to OM iit: ary "personnel, Air 


Force’’ eae o --------------| +30, 335, 000 | 
Unobligated balance brought forward__ 


; |—477, 871, 669 | —344, 163,122 | —350, $28, 122 

Unobligated balance transferred from ‘Procurement and 
production, Army’’ (69 Stat. 450) ___ role weet Baanal ..|—255, 000, 000 |.....----- 
Unobligated balance carried forward ers lie pci 344, 163, 122 | 359, 828, 122 298, 828, 12 





Appropriation __-.......--.---- cnligpeekbale pacaane 739, 291, 000 r 228, 000, 000 “1, 000, (000, 000 


| 








Obligations by objects 


Object classification | Actual, 1956 | estimate, 1957 {1 Estimate, 1958 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Full-time equivalent of all other positions_..___- 
Average number of all other employees 
Number of employees at end of year. 


01 Personal services: Positions other than permanent __| $ = 

07 Other contractual services... -...........-...-.- | 45, 640, 058 | $49, 600, 000 
10 Lands and structures. ..-...--- nomad | 1,018, 908,023 | 1,073,397, 371 
15 Taxes and assessments..-.-......-..-.-.-.--.- 7 1, 652 | 


Total, Department of the Air Force_..-._._..._-- i, 064, 609, 689 | 1, 113, 997, 37 1 
Allocations and allotments to— 
Department of the Interior . , , 892 eect Shas oa ieee 
Department of Commerce. --_--_.-..-.--.------------| 254, 319 6, 183, 739 a 
Department of Agriculture__.__- . dicts cash | . 361 |. . 
Department of Navy : casita 2 niga toile 552, 378 2, 420, 954 
Coast Guard, Treasury Departmer ek , | 7, Se BS oe casi 
Department of Army pheb nha 4) , 744, 668 | 59, 339, 000 | 59, 591, 000 
Atomic Energy Commission-.-_--__- 421, 064 | 58, 936 | 


TaeeVovnigatiowea. 65.3518 LG 134, 601, 218 | 1, 182, 000, ino | 1, 060, 000, 000 
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Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


Actual, 1956 


Estimate, 1957 | Estimate, 1958 
| 


| 

| 

BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 

} | 

Appropriations. - - Se ccacasaeae $739, 291, 000 | $1, 228, 000,000 | $1, 000, 000, 000 
} 


Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated - - _-_- ai ini SU SP elt ae 344, 163, 122 359, 828, 122 
Obligated ‘ j ae 976, 734, 307 1, 068, 734, 307 
Unobligated balances transferred from ‘Procurement 
and production, Army” (69 Stat. 450) : ; a? 
Unobligated balances transferred to “Military person- 
nel, Air Force”’ bs cinkiebls ain —. 


| 477, 871, 669 
| 1, 176, 917, 404 
' 


| 


| 
t 
| 
| 
SBE, OO, COD fs os sgn ack foe cere ees 
| 
| —30, 335,000 |-......-.... 


2, 649, 080,073 | 2, 518, 562, 429 2, 428, 562, 429 
| 


Total budget authorizations available 


EXPENDITURES AND RALANCES 


140, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 


Out of current authorizations - -- 
950, 000,000 | 1, 000, 000, 000 


Expenditures: 
Out of prior authorizations_.._ -- aaa | 1, 328, 182, 644 | 


Total expenditures____-- sah suuliss...it.f) 163 1S ee 1, 090, 000, 000 1, 100, 000, 000 


Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated_-__._.-- ital —. nant = 344, 163, 122 359, 828, 122 299, 828, 122 


Obligated ast 976, 734,307 | 1, 068,734,307 | 1, 028, 734, 307 





Total expenditures and balances. ----.--.--- onl 2, 649, 080, 073 2, 518, 562, 429 2, 428, 562, 429 
| 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JAMES H. Doueias, SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to present the Air 
Force military construction appropriation program for fiscal year 1958. This 
program is the result of sustained effort by Air Force base commanders, major 
air commanders, and responsible officials at the headquarters and departmental 
level to present the Air Force’s most urgent requirements for new facilities in 
fiscal year 1958. These facilities, for which financing his requested in this 
program, are directed toward meeting Air Force programs and missions through 
the end of fiscal year 1960. The military construction appropriation program 
consists of construction projects which total $1,176 million, against which new 
obligating authority of $1 billion is requested. 

The military construction appropriation program for fiscal year 1958 has 
been more carefully reviewed, I believe, than any in recent years. It is a most 
austere program. Successive reviews have eliminated from its all but the most 
urgent new construction requirements to meet current deficiencies in facilities 
for Air Force missions through the end of fiscal year 1960. 

I shall discuss briefly the progress in Air Force programs, outline the fiscal 
year 1958 construction program for which we request financing, and mention 
briefly the financial aspects of the Air Force military construction program. 
Major breakouts of the fiscal year 1958 program will be presented to the com- 
mittee by General Rentz. 

The Air Force military construction program for fiscal year 1958 is based upon 
the worldwide Air Force base structure required to support the operational ob- 
jectives and forces through the end of fiscal year 1960. 

I would now like to refer to the progress being made in the overall Air Force 
program, with particular reference to aircraft and weapons because, as you 
well know, the characteristics of the aircraft and weapon systems we ‘use 
establish the pattern and type of operational facilities we must construct on our 
airbases. 

Air Force combat capability has increased substantially and will continue to 
increase. Our advance is shown by marked progress in many fields, including: 
(1) increased numbers and types of modern weapons; (2) introduction of more 
advanced aircraft into operational units, and operational capability of Matador 
units ; (3) more effective deployment and dispersal of weapons and units; (4) 
improved warning Systems; (5) advances in support and logistic systems: (6) in- 
creased training and experience of personnel; and (7) profitable results of an 
aggressive program of research and development. 

The last year saw production and assignment of the newest type aircraft to 
combat units. The Strategic Air Command has improved its capability. Re- 
placement of B-36’s with B-52’s continues with four of the heavy bomber ‘wings 
converted. During the next fiscal year, 4 more of the 11 heavy bomber wings 











360 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


will convert to B-52’s, so that by the end of fiscal year 1958 our B-36 wings will 
be down to 3 and our B-52 wings will number 8. Each B-52 wing will be 
equipped with 45 planes as compared to the 30 planes in a B-36 wing. 

Recent flight-test flying on the B-58, our first supersonic strategic bomber, has 
been satisfactory. 

Our long-range strike capability was dramatically demonstrated by the recent 
globe-circling flight of three Air Force B-52’s. This flight also demonstrated the 
advantage we enjoy in air refueling which is now routine for our bombers and 
fighter bombers all over the world. On May 13, F-100’s demonstrated refueling 
nonstop performance in a flight of 6, from the United Kingdom to Jamestown, 
Va., with 3 of the flight proceeding on to Los Angeles nonstop. 

The B-52 round-the-world flight, significant as it was, would have been faster 
and easier of execution if we had been able to refuel with jet tankers, which 
are now in production. 

In line with the overall modernization of our force, all fighters now under 
procurement are of the supersonic 100 series. The capability of the Air National 
Guard and Air Reserve are increased by receiving F-86 and F-84 equipment 
earlier than originally planned by reason of aircraft being made available 
through reduction in the number of active fighter units. 

In the transport field, the first C-133 turboprop cargo planes, designed for 
about twice the payload capacity of the largest transports now in service, are 
currently being tested. Transport operations with these planes are expected to 
begin in January 1958. The turboprop C-130, a great advance over any troop- 
earrier aircraft, is being assigned to Tactical Air Command medium troop- 
carrier wings. 

The integration of missiles into the Air Force weapons system continues to 
hold high priority. Already in use by certain all-weather interceptor aircraft in 
operational units is the Falcon missile which is a dependable missile of high-kill 
eapability. The Air Force is also planning to use the Navy-developed Sidewinder 
air-to-air missile on certain day fighters. 

To supplement our fighter interceptors we are pushing development of the 
Bomare ground-to-air missile. Once operational in effective numbers, it should 
reduce our requirement for the types of short range, manned interceptors we now 
have. Tests of the production missile are encouraging. 

In offensive missiles, the first tactical missile in the Air Force is the Matador 
which has been in operational use since 1954 and is now counted as a full 
wing in the force structure. This wing is fully equipped and is in position in 
Europe. 

The Air Force has long range surface-to-surface missiles under development— 
both air breathing and ballistic. The ballistic missile development programs are 
substantially on the schedule established over a year ago. Excellent progress is 
being made in these projects and they are in various early stages of flight testing. 

As to adequate control and warning systems, we have continued to improve and 
expand our present warning lines. The main portion of the Distant Early 
Warning line (DEW line) which provides the longer warning time so vital to 
timely launching of our retaliatory and air defense forces, is now nearing 
completion and will meet its scheduled operational date. The major portion of 
the western extension is funded and a portion of the eastern extension is included 
in this program. We are continuing the development, testing, and construction 
of SAGE, our semiautomatic ground environment system which operates as a 
computing and control facility to control our advanced air defense weapons 
against multiple targets. 

An unfortunate effect of the urgent demand for our construction dollars to build 
base facilities for all these high priority Air Force programs has been the post- 
ponement of many essential Air Force construction projects needed to provide 
a better standard of living for our officers and airmen. These deferred personnel 
projects include family housing, recreational facilities, and the replacement of 
substandard temporary World War II troop housing and dining facilities. But 
we have made much progress over the last several years. 

The attraction and retention of skilled personnel required to man and support 
our varied weapons systems remains the central problem affecting the ready 
combat capability of the Air Force. The Congress has provided great assistance 
in this problem by the enactment of legislation aimed at making service careers 
more rewarding for the individual and his family. Additional steps have been 
taken by the Air Force to make career service more attractive to the technically 
qualified and highly trained officers and airmen that are essential to a ready 
versatile Air Force. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


361 


Progress made was reflected last year by the Air Force being able to main- 
tain a steady airman reenlistment rate of 44 percent for the year, but the re- 
enlistment of technically skilled airmen at the end of their first term con- 
tinued at a discouragingly low rate, only about 15 percent. Economical op- 
eration of the Air Force requires that these rates be substantially increased. 
We feel that the emphasis placed by the Air Force on construction of facilities 
which provide good living and working conditions contribute largely to personnel 
incentive and retention. 

The lack of sufficient, adequate family housing continues to be of major 
concern to the Air Force. We continue to pay a comparatively high penalty 
for the lack of housing in reduced overall operational effectiveness. resulting 
from devoting so much of our force to training personnel replacements, long 
distances from quarters to the base, and separation of families. 

The prime source of our Air Force family housing in the zone of the interior 
is now the new title VIII program relying on guaranteed mortgage payments. 
Except for Alaska and Canada, where we use appropriated funds for hous- 
ing, our greatest potential for providing family housing in the overseas areas 
is the surplus commodity program. 

The appropriated funds programs are of course desirable, but the history 
of the Air Force has demonstrated quite clearly that financing of construction 
of family quarters from appropriated dollars has difficulty in surviving the ecom- 
petition with high priority operational items. It seems most unlikely that large 
housing projects will ever be financed as an expenditure in a single year. 

Some definite progress in providing housing has been made. The new title 
VIII program can be an effective means for providing our housing needs. I 
regard it as important that an increasing number of Capehart projects be put 
under contract. 

With respect to the surplus commodity projects—here again, the launching 
of a broad program has been severely delayed. Most of our programed projects 
are awaiting the “go ahead” signal from the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
Only one project is underway; that project is an Army-sponsored barter type 
surplus commodity project in France. Rental guaranty is utilized only in those 
overseas areas where a surplus commodity project does not appear to be 
practicable. 


As of June 30, 1957, our progress since 1952 has been as follows: 


Number of units 
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construction ing com- 
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As was noted last year, there are some areas in the Zone of Interior where the 
Air Force has found it impracticable to develop a title VIII project and, therefore, 
appropriated fund housing must be sought. These are principally at the air- 
craft control and warning sites, and for limited numbers of quarters at certain 
bases. Likewise, in Alaska and Canada, where the unit costs for housing are 
extremely high, it appears necessary that appropriated funds be used. Construc- 
tion cost estimates for family housing in Alaska and the bids received at Goose 
Airbase, Labrador, have greatly exceeded statutory cost limits because of con- 
tinuously rising construction costs. By a new general provision to this appropria- 
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tion bill, we are requesting that the legal cost limitations be raised in Canada 
and Alaska to permit our utilizing already existing authorization to construct 
houses in those areas. Funds to construct a portion of this housing outside the 
United States are included in this current program. 

The fiscal year 1958 appropriation program provides for the construction of 
2,223 units from appropriated funds. 1,300 units of this total is contemplated 
under authorization proposed in section 413 of the fiscal year 1958 military con- 
struction authorization program which provides for the transfer of authoriza- 
tion available under prior years authorization laws to bases as authorized in the 
current bill. The remaining 923 units are available in prior years laws. Of the 
total 2,223 units, 1,324 are programed for aircraft control and warning sites and 
the remaining 899 units are programed at 6 specific Air Force bases where other 
housing programs are impracticable, namely: Glasgow Air Force Base, Mont. 
(67), Kinross Air Force Base, Mich. (39), Otis Air Force Base, Mass. (488), 
Dobbins Air Force Base, Ga. (5), Ernest Harmon Air Force Base, Newfoundland 
(200), and Goose Airbase, Labrador (100). 

The financial aspects of the military construction program indicate we have 
made maximum practicable use of funds available for military construction. 
During the military construction appropriation hearings about 1 year ago, the 
Air Force estimated that military construction obligations for fiscal year 1956 
would be approximately $1,100 million, and that there would be a carryover of 
$367 million of unobligated balances into fiscal year 1957. Actually, obligations 
in fiscal year 1956 were $1,134 million. This amount created an unobligated 
balance of $344 million which was carried over into fiscal year 1957. 

I wish to emphasize that the unobligated balance of funds carried over is not 
available to finance new construction projects approved for the subsequent fiscal 
year. The term itself is relatively misleading, for in the military construction 
area in recent years unobligated balances of funds are committed in their en- 
tirety to Government costs and contingencies on going work, or for future con- 
tract award. Thus, only new obligating authority for a given fiscal year is 
available to be applied against new approved projects. 

For fiscal year 1957, Congress appropriated $1,228 million to be applied against 
line item projects totaling $1,616 million. It is estimated that obligations for 
fiscal year 1957 will total $1,182 million, and the carryover into fiscal year 1958 
of unobligated funds committed to approved construction will be $360 million. 

In the fiscal year 1958 military construction appropriation construction pro- 
gram, the Air Force requests approval of construction projects totalling $1,176 
million. Approximately $23 million of these construction projects will be funded 
from reimbursements and the use of Spanish pesetas made available for con- 
struction under the surplus commodity program in Spain. This leaves a total 
of $1,153 million of projects, against which the Air Force requests new obligating 
authority in the amount of $1 billion. Thus the Air Force i's requesting approval 
of projects which in total is $153 million, or approximately 15 percent greater 
than the request for new obligating authority. In fiscal years 1956 and 1957, 
line item programs of approximately 25 percent in excess of the new obligating 
authority were approved by the Appropriations Committees. 

Obligations for fiscal year 1958 are estimated at $1,060 million which will 
result in a carryover of $300 million of funds committed to approved work into 
fiscal year 1959. 

In fiscal year 1958, the Air Force has taken another significant step to improve 
the presentation of the military construction appropriation program. As in 
fiscal year 1957, our prograim includes all of the construction projects that may 
be financed from the new appropriation. However, this year, all of the con- 
struction projects, the new and “recleared” items, have been integrated under 
the appropriate base or special programs, where they may be considered simul- 
taneously. Accompanying supporting justifications have been prepared for 
the total program. The further change in the annual budget presentation is de- 
signed to facilitate complete knowledge of our program, and thereby to permit 
more effective consideration by this committee of the total program in fiseal 
year 1958. 

The attention of the committee is invited to the continuing decrease in the 
proportion of the military construction appropriation program devoted to loca- 
tions outside the continental limits of the United States. In fiscal year 1956, 
projects totaling $434 million, out of a total program of $1,356 million, or 32 
percent of the total program, were approved by the Congress for locations out- 
side the United States. In fiscal year 1957, projects totaling $403 million, out of 
a total program of $1,616 million, or 25 percent, were approved for locations out- 
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side of the United States. This year, projects totaling only $223 million, out 
of a total program of $1,176 milfion, or 19 percent, are requested for such loca- 
tions. A further analysis of the program now before you reveals that of the 
total $223 million programed for these locations, only $78 million, or 6% percent 
of the total program, Is requested for locations actually in foreign lands. The 
remaining $145 million provides for construction projects at installations lo- 
eated on or in the immediate proximity of the North American Continent. These 
facts reflect the increasing trend to utilize ever greater percentages of the ap- 
propriated funds for projects within the United States, or at locations on the 
North American Continént which will operate direetly in the air defense of the 
United States. 

No new aircraft operating bases will be initiated inside United States under 
the Air Force military construction appropriation program for fiscal year 1958. 
By virtue of effecting unit redeployments in combination with the reduced num- 
bers of units, present base requirements for the forces will be satisfied by adap- 
tation and utilization of existing bases. 

I would like to turn now to the Air Force dollar request for major programs. 

Again this year, the Strategie Air Command strike capability is one of the 
Air Force’s largest and most sensitive programs. About 41 percent of the total 
program for which approval is requested in these hearings relates directly to im- 
provement of the strike capability of the Strategic Air Command and the 
maintenance of SAC’s constant readiness. For these purposes, we ask $480 
million. This request will provide for SAC operational and support projects, 
which include sites for strategic missile bases and for dispersal of the heavy 
bomber squadrons; additional facilities required by the conversion from B-36’s 
to B—52’s; northern tanker bases; facilities and POL storage at overseas bases; 
housing and community facilities: and other essential base support items in- 
cluding aircraft maintenanée facilities, ammunition storage, refueling facilities, 
mission training facilities, and unit operations buildings. 

Air Defense is the second niajor area in the Air Force military construction 
appropriation program for fiscal year 1958. Three hundred and four million dol- 
lars or 26 percent of the program is directly related to that program. Major items 
among the Air Defense projects include an eastward extension to the main 
DEW line; additions to operations buildings and utilities systems at existing 
warning network sites to accommodate and operate improved detection. radar 
and contro] equipment; family housing at isolated aircraft control and warning 
sites which I mentioned earlier plus 594 housing units at fighter interceptor 
bases; first operational sites for the ground-to-air BOMARC guided missile: 
storage and check-out facilities for missiles and roekets carried by our manned 
interceptors; and other facilities improving the effectiveness of interceptor 
operations, including operational shelters at northern bases, ramp power outlets 
to insure instant readiness of the interceptor aircraft, and troop housing and 
community facilities. 

The military construction appropriation program also includes large amounts 
for housing, messing, medical, and morale and recreational projects. The total 
request for these purposes is $274 miillion, or 23 pereent of the program. In- 
cluded in this figure is provision for 2,223 units of family housing for: lecations 
where other housing programs are not practicable, as discussed above. It in- 
cludes funds for land acquisition, offsite utilities and site preparation for family 
housing projects to be constructed under provisions of title VIII, National Hows- 
ing Act. It provides also essential dormitories, dining halls, and: morale and 
recreational facilities. It provides for essential medical -facilities. 

The Air Force also requests $29 million to provide another increment. of con- 
struction in the:development of the USAF Academy at Colorado Springs. ‘The 
major items to be provided in this program include basic airfield facilities for 
the cadet flight training to be ineluded in the curriculum and for combat readi- 
ness training of pilots on the Academy staff and faculty; the Academy hospital ; 
dormitories for support personnel; the Academy chapel: and utilities) | = 

I think a brief statement of. the pregress the Air Force is: making- on ‘ftie 
Academy program is appropriate at this point. .The $126 million previously 
authorized will construct the facilities required for the scheduled initial open- 
ing of the Academy in the summer of 1958. The overall master plan has been 
approved and final design has been approved for the maior struetures \and the 
utilities and road network at the site.--,Approximately, $117 million‘ have Been 
appropriated to date for construction. _Work underway. includes. the road net- 
work, the water lines and reservoir, the main séwer lines, overall grading of the 
academic area, foundations, and purchase and erection of building steel. Con- 
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struction is well advanced on major buildings such as the academic building, 
cadet quarters, cadet dining hall, gymnasium, and the service and supply area, 
The military construction appropriation program for fiscal year 1958 contains 


other important programs and projects which will be explained at length by 
General Rentz. 


The Air Force program I have outlined has been prepared with extreme care. 
It has been reviewed very extensively and carefully by the Office of the Secretary 
‘of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget. Further, a reduction in the request 
for new obligating authority has forced the Air Force to request financing of 
authorization requested for fiscal year 1958 in an amount less than that repre- 
sented to the House Armed Services Committee. 

Each year we devote the major portion of our construction funds and efforts 
to implementing high priority programs for new weapons systems and new op- 
erational concepts. This, of course, is as it should be if we are to maintain the 
qualitative position necessary for adequate defense. Doing this, however, leaves 
many other high priority needs which will not be met. Only minimum resources 
each year are available to improve our present base structure and replace sub- 


standard temporary facilities causing annual requirements for maintenance to 
continue to increase, 


Although we have made significant progress in the past several years in devel- 
opment of a base structure to support a modern Air Force, much remains to be 
done. The need for concurrent satisfaction of base requirements for new weap- 
ons systems and elimination of deficiencies at operating and training bases indi- 
cates that expenditures for Air Force military construction at a level of $1.0 to 
$1.2 billion per year will be required for several years to come. 

During your review of the Air Force military construction appropriation pro- 


gram, it is our desire to provide all the information you may require, promptly 
and fully. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Secretary Dovetas. I think that I would like to bring out the Air 
Force situation that Mr. Wilson’s letter hinges on, and then I might 
oe any questions you members might have with respect to his 
etter. 

I would like to make a brief statement as to the Air Force’s position 
with regard to the restoration of the $100 million that was taken out 
of the original request by the House. 


HOUSE ACTION 


The Department of the Air Force submitted an appropriation re- 
quest to the Congress of $1,000 million, supported by a construction 
program amounting to $1,175,700,000. The House of Representatives 
reduced the appropriation request by $100 million, to leave a total of 
$900. million and reduced the program by $17,200,000 for a revised 
total of $1,158,500,000. 3 i 

The House of Representatives reduced the appropriation request. by 
$100 million largely on the basis that funds to be obligated during 
fiscal year 1958 will be considerably less than previously estimated. 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


The House Committee expressed the belief that an appropriation of 
$900 million would result in an unobligated balance at the end of fiscal 
year 1958 of approximately $300 million. That amount is recognized 
as the minimum for unobligated carryover required to carry on an 
appropriation ofthissize. __ ; 

The Department of the Air Force requests the restoration of the 
$100 million of the amount requested which the House of Repre- 
sentatives did not allow. 
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We originally estimated, and still believe, that granted an appro- 
priation of $1,000 million, we need to obligate and can economically 
obligate something more than that amount during fiscal year 1958 
thereby reducing the unobligated carryover which the House referred 
to approximately the figure of $300 million. 

The House of Representatives reduced the construction program 
by $17,200,000 consisting of the following items: 


Din Dares. APOGOull BIS BOe tentaaeneknenee an $8, 332, 000 

BREE WURIROD «<1 cnuarasos cn areenaeupsni gional oan taut dade eat hacen atid dacaeaaaamite 1, 028, 000 

PATTER OMe nl eee ab riohen hese amc naa teeta 210, 000 

Wheelus Air Torce: Babe roWéco lula a a ee 1, 200, 000 

Kindley AFB (Ferry Point bridge) ~----~~--~--.--..-..-..-_--.... 1, 940, 000 

Eaten: Air. Bane. (pott: 1GCUIGIO) qs enn cena 4, 500, 000 
Total 


cosine ogi nunsiesignanen aiooaregepenbeniinagan ahiicniietahiae aidan tea seane-nreiameiailaiaaa 17, 210, 000 


AIR FORCE ACADEMY AIRFIELD FACILITIES 


The House deleted the Air Force Academy airfield facilities on 
the basis that they are not urgent items and should be postponed for 
further consideration. 

The Department of the Air Force requests that these airfield fa- 
cilities in the amount of $8,332,000 be restored to the construction 
program and that you reconsider this action. 

These facilities are required to accomplish an important part of 
the cadet curriculum. 

Senator ELtenpver. May I ask a question there? 

It was my impression that the Academy was erected there in order 
to teach students mechanics, not flying. 

Secretary Doves. That is correct. 

Senator ELtenper. Then why should you have an airfield there? 

Secretary Doucras. Because a substantial part of the instruction 
included in the Academy curriculum involves flying for navigational 
training particularly, and although we have not adopted yet a definite 
program for indoctrination flying beyond the navigation flying at 
the Academy it is very likely that the flying training will be increased. 

It is quite right that we are really giving the boys a general educa- 
tion at ths Academy. We have feit all along, however, that you can’t 
take future Air Force officers and give them little or no contact with 
the business of flying while they are in the 4 years’ course. The Navy 
takes the same position. 

Senator ELLenper. Why can’t that training be given to them after 
they are out of school? In other words, all they study there is, as I 
said before, the principles of aerodynamics, I suppose, and mathe- 
matics, the same as they would get at the Naval Academy. 


NAVIGATIONAL TRAINING 


Secretary Doveras. They will become qualified navigators, and in 
our navigational training we try to carry on in what we call class- 
room airplanes, and this flying has been carried on where the tem- 
porary academy is located, and we hope to be able to start it at a fairly 
early date after the cadets are moved into the permanent facilities. 

Senator Ertenper. What is your nearest facility to the Academy ? 

Secretary Dovenas. Our nearest facility is something like 23 miles, 
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but, it has neither a parking area nor maintenance facilities for any 
additional number of aircraft. It presently serves the Headquarters 
of the Air Defense Command which, as you knoy, is a joint command, 

Senator Exxrenper. I wonder if that could not be used temporarily, 
as the House puts it there? Why put up a new field now? Why not 
wait a while? 

Secertary Doveras. Senator, that is a perfectly natural question, 
that we asked ourselves. With the competition that exists for dollars 
among our many construction projects, we think that it is appropriate 
to try. to get started on this airfield, so as to have everything that we 
would like to have for the training of our cadets. I think we just haye 
to leave it to your judgment bey ond asking. 


USE OF FLYING FIELDS IN CADET TRAINING 


I will state just a few facts with regard to the use of the flying fields 
in connection with cadet training. 

Each cadet receives 178 hours of flying in the course of his naviga- 
tion training. The use of Peterson Airport for this mission as a 
permanent base or for anything approaching a permanent base, such 
as the one I referred to, would require construction estimated at close 
to $5 million. 

The use of either Peterson Airport or Lowry Air Force Base, which 
is where the school is presently located, for navigation training of 

cadets we think would be rather costly and very inefficient from the 
point of view of the use of the time of the Cadet Corps. 

Senator CHAvez. Why would it be costly when Peterson Airport is 
as close as it is? 

Secretary Dovetas. Well, Peterson would cost at Jeast $5 million to 
put into shape to provide, on a permanent basis, this navigational 
training. You have a very substantial number of special aircraft for 
the navigational training and, at the present time, as I indicated, you 
need more facilities than you have at Peterson, although you could 
probably provide those facilities for somewhat fewer dollars than 
building the new runway and facilities at the Air Academy. The two 
amounts are not too unrelated. We are looking for $8,332,000 to do 
the flying field at the Academy, sir. 

Senator Cravez. We are most sympathetic and cooperative with the 
Air Force, but I cannot see the idea of building runways at the Acad- 
emy when you have another Air Force installation nearby. Why can 
we not improve Peterson? It would cost less than to have runways at 
the Academy. 

AT! you would need the runways for at the Academy would be for, 
a little extra training. The main basic idea of the Academy is for 
book learning; is that right? 

Secretary Dovetas. That is correct. 

Senator Cuavez. That is correct—all right. But T do believe that 
anyone who has a little book learning in flying should do a little flying,, 
Tam all for that, but I cannot see w hy it cannot be done at, Péterson. 

Secretary Dougras, I think this has been discussed very often and, 

various views have been expressed on it, but I think that it is unw ise’ 
not to bring an aviation atmosphere into the Air Academy as much as 
vou can. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 367 


Senator Ex.tenper. You didn’t. say that when presentation was 
made to us here for the building of the Academy, as I recall it, because 
I opposed the building of the Academy. 

Ot course, I wasn’t very vociferous ‘about it, but since the trainin 
for that Academy was primarily to teach students what they pala 
learn at West Point and at Annapolis—that they could get the train- 
ing; that is, the book knowledge, from those two institutions just as 
well as from colleges throughout the United States. That was the 
position that I took. 


TOTAL COST OF ACADEMY 


Here we are going to end up by spending, I imagine, over $300 
million for that Academy. 

Secretary Dovernas. I hope that isa high estimate. 

Senator Exrenver. Well, I don’t think so. After you put in the 
airfield, something else will crop up. 

Let me ask you this: 

In training these boys in navigation, who is going to operate the 
planes? 

Secretary Doveias. There will be permanent crews carrying out the 
instruction. 

Senator Errenper. You are ome to have to add that additional 
cost to the operation at the airfield ¢ 

Secretary Doveias. That is part of the cost of operating the train- 
ing. 

Senator Errenprer. Senator Chavez pointed out, and I pointed out 
previously, why can you not work out some way whereby the training 
people over at Peterson Airfield could be used in order to facilitate 
this study, or the teaching of these air cadets ? 

Secretary Dovcras. What we have over there at the present time 
as a runway wouldn’t substantially meet the requirements of a run- 
way for these C~131’s modified as classrooms. Beyond the runway, 
we would have to provide substantially everything at Peterson that 
we would have to provide at the Academy. 

Now perhaps some of us overemphasize the importance of creating 
this air atmosphere at the Academy. I think, personally, that it is 
worth the additional cost involved in building the airfield. 

It is my recollection, Senator, that we indicated when we first came 
up with the Air Academy we would postpone its construction. 

Senator Ertenver. Well, your Academy is not built yet. You are 
coming to us for the airport, which will be completed probably before 
your Academy is completed. 


COMPLETION DATE FOR AIR ACADEMY 


Secretary Doveras. The cadets will move into the Air, Academy 
at the beginning of the fourth year of its institution, just about a year 
fromnow. That m: Ly be postponed until September of 1958. 

Senator Cravez. Mr. Secretary, I was.at. Colorado,Springs and at 
Lowery, where the cadets are now being trained. That class was 
to be graduated in 1959.° Possibly 'the Academy is so far advanced 
that this class will be graduated at the new Academy before then. 

Secretary Dovenas. Thatis what we'plan. 


7—i7T——24 
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Senator Cuavez. But General Harmon told me that it couldn’t be 
completed before 1959. 

Secretary Doveias. Well, he was very pessimistic about it, but we 
didn’t accept that judgment and we believe the Academy will be 
completed to the point of moving in by September, at the latest, of 
1958, and I think that we have reasonable assurance of being able to 
do so. 

One other thing, I might say, that is appropriate—and this is not 
at all conclusive, but Peterson, besides being used at the present time 
for the Continental Air Defense Command, is also a municipal air- 
field. 

I am not sure that I stated the distance by road from the Academy. 

Mr. Ferry. It is about 23 miles. 

Colonel Noonan. It is about 23 miles and the field—I think it should 
be emphasized, is a municipal field, and not a military field, and we 
simply are allowed rights there by the city of Colorado Springs. They 
operate their commercial enterprise, commercial aviation, from that 
field. They also have a quite large commercial operation there, and 
a terminal, and they have hangars. 

If we were to go in there we would have to provide additional hangars 
and hangar space. They are also located on the east side of the field 
and it would require moving the military from that side or providing 
the city with a new terminal and new hangars. 

Senator CHavez. How many miles is it from Peterson ? 

Colonel Noonan. From Peterson to the Academy is about 23 miles. 
You have to go straight down the main street to the city of Colorado 
Springs and then turn right. I know you are familiar with it. 

Senator Cuavez. I have landed at Peterson, certainly, and I know 
that you can practically walk from there to the Academy. 

Colonel Noonan. It would bea long walk. 

Senator Cnavez. It certainly would, but you could do it. 

Colonel Noonan. It is 23 miles. 

Senator Cuavez. I don’t think it is 23 miles. I think you have the 
figures all wrong. I have landed at Peterson, and I have also gone 
by car, too, over to the Academy, and walked all around the Academy. 
I didn’t go down there in a helicopter, and look at it from above. I 
walked around it by the hour, and I am afraid that your mileage 
figure is a little liberal. 

Secretary Dovexas. Senator, I have the same feeling, except that I 
realize you have to go into Colorado Springs, as I remember, almost 
directly west, and then go directly north to get to the Academy site. 

Colonel Noonan. You have to go directly west from Peterson into 
the city and then turn and go north up toward Denver, and I would 
not disagree with a Senator, but I would be glad to check it again. 
I go out there once every month. 

Senator Cuavez. I wish you would do that. 
















































MILEAGE BY AUTO PROM PETERSON TO ACADEMY 


Chairman Haypen. Would you just telegraph out there and get us 
the exact mileage by automobile from Peterson to the Academy and 
the time it takes to drive in a car from one place to the other? 
Brigadier General Rentz. We have Colonel Witters from the Air 
Academy with us, and he can clarify that. 
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Colonel Wirrers. I have driven it 6 round trips in the last 6 months. 

At the speed limit in an automobile, it takes 46 minutes in each 
direction, and it is 22.8 miles by my speedometer on my Chevrolet, 
and that is from where the cadets are going to live, Senator Chavez, 
not from just the boundary of the Academy, but that is where the 
cadets will live, which is up on the site about 8 miles. 

Chairman Haypen. What is the time necessary to make the trip? 

Colonel Wirrers. Forty-six minutes in each direction. 

Colonel Noonan. It goes through the city. It is slightly to the 
west and then turn right and yet get involved in considerable traffic. 

Senator Cuavez. When you talk about the Academy from Colorado 
Springs, there is quite a little construction up toward the Academy 
site, so when you speak about the city you are talking of the renova- 
tions that are the result of the Academy’s being there. Those are all 
new constructions. 

Colonel Noonan. It goes back to about, I think, 1949, when we 
brought the Air Defense Command out there, and it started to develop 
slightly toward the south and north and it has continued on, Senator. 
Bediitior Smirx. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Secretary this? 



















































ACADEMY TO BE BEADY IN FALL OF 1958 





Mr. Secretary, did I understand you to say the Academy would be 
ready in the fall of 1958 ? 

Secretary Doveras. That is right. 

Senator Smirn. Full operations? 

Secretary Dovetas. Yes. That means being able to take the three 
classes that will be moved in. We have planned on June and July, 
but I feel reasonably sure that we can move them in and there will be 
three existing classes and there will be a new class, so that when we 
move in there there will be, during the first year of operation, all four 
classes, in the permanent building. 

Senator Syrrn. I was out there a few months ago, and I was greatly 
impressed with the way they were conducting themselves at Lowery. 

Secretary Dovenas. I think that is a very impressive school opera- 
tion there, and it has worked out very well. 

Senator Smirn. I would like to suggest to the Senator from New 
Mexico, who knows that area far better than I do, that you try a 
helicopter and look the area over that way. It is easier than it is to 
walk. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Smiru. It is even more impressive that way. 

Senator Cuavez. Yes, it is. You can see the site better from the 
helicopter. I know, because I have been to Guantanamo Bay, and 
the only way you can see Guantanamo Bay is by helicopter. 


NAVIGATION TRAINING 





Senator Extenper. Mr. Secretary, what percentage of the students 
would be taught navigation ? 

Secretary Doucias. One hundred percent. 

Senator Eiienper. All of them? 

Secretary Dovetas. All of them. 

Senator Ettenper. Will all of them have to learn it from the air? 
Secretary Doveias. That is our program. 
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Senator Erxenper. In what class—what year? 

Secretary Doveias. On that I am not sure when they get aviation. 
Colonel Witters ? 

Colonel Wrrrers. They start their flying training as freshmen, sir. 

Senator E.zenper. Flying training! 

Colonel Wrrrmrs. Well, the flying portion of their navigation train- 
ing. You see, there is ground schoo! and flying training, as part, of 
their navigation subject, and they start that during their fr eshman 
year, and earry it through all 4 years. 

Senator Eitenper. They are not taught to fly, then? 

Colonel Wrrrrrs. No, sir; just to navigate the airplane. They are 
in the airplane, but they are directing its course, and that takes all 
4 years. 

Chairman Haypen. Is there any difference between the training 
they would receive as cadets and the training that is given, say, ata 
training school? They have a number of those throughout the United 
States, one at Loring, Ariz., for example. 

Colonel Wrrrer. Right, sir. 

Our program for navigation training is also identical to the hour 
with Mather Air Force Base at Sacramento, Calif., and Ellington, 
Tex., which are the principal navigation schools, 

Senator Eiitenper. Why could they not be taught the principles of 
it and then trained as all the others are ? 

Colonel Wirrers. That is a good question, sir. 

Senator Exrxenver. That is why I asked it. 


THEORY AND APPLICATION METHOD OF TEACHING 


Colonel Wrrvrrs. This has been discussed before with Representa- 
tive Flood about 2 weeks ago. We teach them so much theory ard 
then we give them the application phase, just like in chemistry, physics, 
and the like. If we were forced to hold off with the flying portion of 
their training until after they had graduated, a considerable reinstruc- 
tion of them to bring them back up would be necessary, because a man 
will not retain some of the basic theories over a 4-year period before he 
has a chance to apply it. 

Senator ELnenper. They are going to have to Jearn to fly, away from 
the school. 

Colonel Wirrers. Yes. 

Senator Extenper. Why could you not do the same thing. with 
navigation? I just cannot understand that. 

Colonel Wrrrers. If we did that, we would have to send them to 

navigation school after graduation, and then pilot school, which would 
take an additional year. 

Senator-Etzanper. It strikes me that you would save money in the 
operation of your Academy if you would train them the same as you 
train others, that is, for navigation-and flying, because you are going 
to have not ‘only airplanes at this airport, but trained pilots to take 
them‘around and'all of that is going to cost money. 

Secretary Doveras. That is correct, and it is expensive. 

Senator ELLEN pER. Sure it is expensive, and you are making it too 
expensive, in my humble judgment. You could do this in’ the same 
manner as you are now doing it with college students, and that was 
the argument that I advanced ea the eat aries Since you were 
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giving these students fundamentals in aerodynamics and things like 
that, the basic principles could be taught in our colleges and at the 
Academy and at West Point, but now you are coming in and the first 
thing you know you are going to teach them how to fly there, and will 
want the facilities built for that purpose. 

You mark what Iam saying. It won’t be long before everything is 
going to be done at the Academy and it is going to mean a larger 

udget, more money, more planes, and more everything. 

Secretary Douctas. Senator, I think we have no more important 
problem than the training of a group of young officers as pilots, who 
will look at the Air Force with the idea of making it their lifetime job, 
lifetime careers. 

Now, if we did not have the other two Academies, we simply would 
not, in my opinion, have had a Navy and an Army that could meet the 
obligations that had been put upon them in times of war. 

Senator ELtenver. Well, we had a mighty good Air Force during 
the last war. 

Secretary Doveras. That is right. 

Senator ELttenper. And you did not have any Academy then. You 
took college graduates and trained them in the fundamentals. 


RETENTION OF TRAINED PERSON NEL 


Secretary Doveras. But we are not going to have time to train them 
if we have another war. We have to fight the next war, if we have 
one, with what we have at the start of thmgs. We get excellent pilot 
officers out of our ROTC training with good liberal educations, and 
after a year and a half they are pretty competent young pilots, but 
what happens in that program is that after their 3-year term, which 
they are obligated to fulfill in ROTC, we keep, until recently, some- 
thing under 20 percent. 

Now, I feel perfectly sure that it is a much more expensive business 
to spend funds on the ROTC training through the colleges and then 
through a year and a half of training, and have, for all practical 
purposes, not much more than a year as trained pilots, that they can 
give, before they get out. 


COST OF TRAINING A PILOT 


I hesitate to put a figure of cost on the pilot that comes out of basic 
training, at the moment, but I suspect it is around $100,000. I would 
be happy to make a more accurate estimate of that for the record, if 
you would like it. 

Senator Cuavez. I think that that is the right estimate. 

Secretary Doveras. But it is at a very high cost, and when we lose 
75 to 80 percent of those young men, we can afford to do everything, 
within reason, to imbue these youngsters at the Academy with the 
professional desire to serve their country and the Air Force all of 
their lives. 


If we do not do that, there is no sense in having the Academy, but 
if we do that, it pays off, in my opinion. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. If they stay, it is all right, but it 
happens, however, just exactly as it does in the other service schools— 
and [ have had experience with this —I think that when a boy goes 
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to Annapolis, or West Point, or the Air Academy, they should be 
career boys. 

Secretary Dovetas. That is what we try to make them. 

Senator Cuavez. But I have had the opposite experience with some 
of my boys and I don’t like it. They stay in the service 2 or 3 years, 
and then they say, “Well, I am married now and I cannot afford to 
stay for the salary I am getting,” and they quit. I am now asking 
everyone that wants to go to West Point, or to any other service 
school, “Do you intend to make it a career?” or “Do you intend to 
get a free education and then get out?” because I know they often 
do get out. It has happened at West Point. 


PRESENT. RETENTION PERCENTAGE 


Secretary Douetas. We lose some that the Air Force acquires from 
West Point and Annapolis, but the percentage of retention is very 
high and I think there is no better explanation of an expensive acad- 
emy training than that you get boys who are supposed to spend their 
lives in the Air Force or the services, as a career, and that when you 
put them through you probably have a product where most of the 
youngsters will want to stay with you. 

Chairman Haypven. What is the actual record with respect to West 
Point and Annapolis, as compared to ROTC pilots? 

Secretary Doveras. I will have to get some figures on that for you. 

Chairman Haypen. Would you put those in the record, please? 

Secretary Doveras. Yes, I will. I will be glad to do that, and we 
can sive you some recent figures. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


The Air Force retains approximately 25 percent of ROTC trained pilots and 
approximately 75 percent of pilots who are graduates of a service academy. 


WATER PROBLEM AT AIR ACADEMY 


Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Secretary 
this question: 

Have you solved your water problem at the Academy? Do you 
have enough water there now? 

Secretary Doveras. I understand we are assured sufficient water. 

Senator Porrer. I have one further question, and I have discussed 
this with the Secretary before: 


SPECIAL DESIGNS OF FURNITURE 


There has come to my attention a situation concerning the furni- 
ture that you plan to put into the Academy. You have gone out and 
had special desiens made of furniture, such as desks and tables, that 
you plan on having there. 

As a matter of fact, these protests have come in to me. Now, we 
have some prettv good universities in our State, the University of 
Michigan and Michigan State Universitv. and they buy their desks 
out of stock when they do it. It is much cheaper. 

Now, the Air Force has had a special design for their furniture and 
the bids were made on this special design which, of course, costs the 


Government considerably more money. What it does also is set a 
precedent. 
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Now, West Point is coming in, and they claim “Well, the Air Force 
is going to get specially designed furniture; we want the same thing.” 

Would you care to comment on that, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Dovatas. Yes, Senator, I will be glad to comment on it, 
because I found it necessary to take quite a look at the problem. 

Mr. Ferry is much better informed, perhaps, than I am, but I 
would like to say that in building the Academy we have certainly set 
a high level with respect to the physical facilities. When a high 
level has been set on the furnishings that go in, it is appropriate to 
pay a little more attention to it, and it probably costs a little more 
than under ordinary circumstances. 

Now, as to the chairs and desks that came to your attention as being 
a special design, it is not particularly different from some designs that 
you can get in commercial out-of-stock designations, but you cannot 
get the General Services Administration to negotiate a purchase of 
“the” desk and “the” chair you would like to have. 

What we did was provide the designs and then asked for bids from 
all the furniture makers who were interested. We got the bids and 
the range per unit under the bids runs from just under $30, I think. 

Mr. Ferry. Yes. 

Secretary Dovetas. For a table, I believe it is about $47. 

The difference between those costs that were arrived at under active, 
competitive bidding, I am advised, is not more than 20 to 25 percent 
higher than you could get if you shopped through the industry to 
get articles that were generally similar but not as good. 

So I do not find any very serious difficulty with that particular 
problem of the furniture. 

Senator Porrrer. My only question here is with respect to this pres- 
ent climate, the people are asking for an austere budget, and I know 
when you build a castle you want to furnish it according to the castle, 
but they tell me this thirty-some-dollar chair could be bought in stock 
for about $14 and whether that is so or not, we do know that a custom- 
made chair will cost more than those in stock, and I think we have 
plenty of different designs by various furniture manufacturers. We 
have manufactured quite a bit of furniture in our State and say for 
your best universities in the country, you go out and buy their chairs 
and desks from stock and for the Air Force with this new Academy 
to disregard that, and have their own design, because they have this 
great physical plant there, I think the control of extravagance at his 
time is not the most conducive to the people who know we are con- 
cerned about high taxes and a big budget. 

I do not mean only the Air Force. 

Secretary Doveras. I hope that we are using good judgment in our 
plans to furnish the Academy. I recognize that, having set a high 
level, it is not just the chairs and tables, but rather a good deal of 
other furnishings that you will have a cumulative effect of more cost 
than you would have had if you did a second-rate job. 

Now, this is a very first-rate job, and I hope that the whole country 
can take great pride in it. That does not mean that you are justified 
in stepping out and buying so very expensive things. Whether we 
made some errors of judgment in the sense of proportion we had in 


trying to arrive at the final plans, it is hard to say. I hope we have 
not. 
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There is no question but that we started out to get a very fine article 
that is very expensive. 

Senator Porrer. I think no one will question the fact that you have 
a good functional school, but I think that we want it as a good, func- 
tional school, but not so expensive. It is just such simple things as 
chairs and desks that sort of stand out, and where we could come out 
with a great expenditure of some of these funds. 

Secretary Doveias. I would like to say this to the committee, along 
the lines of your statement. 

Within the present week the Chief of Staff and I have discussed 
this very problem and raised the question as to whether the Academy 
was quite current with the rest of the Air Force as to the atmosphere 
of economy. 

It was stressed that that at least is much more apparent this year 
than in the last several years, and we are trying to make it clear to 
all of the group in planning the construction, that if we can postpone 
some things that we should postpone a few things, rather than not to 
do what we do do well and appropriately. We will have an operating 
Academy next fall, but not complete. 


COMPARISON OF COSTS WITH AVERAGE STATE UNIVERSITY 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Secretary, have you explored the average 
State university, for instance, at Boulder, right in Colorado itself, 
for comparison, or any other university in any State? They try to 
keep up to date. They try to function in a way that would not be 
embarrassing either to the university or to the student. Have you 
explored the costs, as to the different types of furniture that they 
have, and whether it seems to be appropriate ? 

Have you explored the cost, for instance, of the building that the 
Superintendent occupies ? 

As I understand, the estimates show that the Superintendent at the 
Air Academy will have a home that will cost $95,000. Have you 
compared that with the cost of a building that the president of a 
university like the University of Colorado occupies ? 

Secretary Doveras. No; I have not, sir. But I think we can easily 
agree as to whether $95,000 is a proper figure or too much. 

Actually, we did ask for $97,500 and we are now going to build 
hased on the cost being $75,000. 

Senator Cnavez. You are now at $75,000 ? 

Secretary Doveras. The House reduced that figure to $75,000, and 
we are going to follow their instructions, 

Senator Cuavez. If you could do that with a home for the Super- 
intendent, why could you not do the same thing with the furniture? 
T do not want you to have cheap furniture. 


COMPETITIVE BIDS ON FURNITURE 


Secretary Doucras. That is a hard question to answer in generali- 
ties. A great deal of thought was given to these several items of fur- 
niture and I do not think that I can help very much by going beyond 
the statement of it that Ihave made. You can buy chairs over a very 
great range of prices. You can buy desks over a very great range of 
prices. The chairs and the desks are very simple and are not in the 
form such as would create and indicate an expensive looking article. 
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We have asked for bids and specifications that will insure a long life 
to this furniture, and I do not know how many bids we had, but we 
must have had five bids on all items, and there was quite a variation 
of bids. 

Mr. Ferry. Yes, five bids. 

Secretary Dovetas. Taking the low bids I think we have come up 
with good value for the Government in the proposed purchases. 

Now, as to the houses, I think we could take a look at most of them, 
most of the university presidents’ houses throughout the country, and 
you could satisfy yourselves that they could not be reproduced for 
$100,000, but you have to remember, very few of them are of recent 
construction. So you have a difficult problem with respect to what 
things cost now in relation to construction over a period of years 
in the past. 

HOUSES FOR SUPERINTENDENT AND DEANS 


Senator Cuavez. Well, in this bill you have, for the superintendent, 
an estimate of $97,500, which is the figure that the House reduced 
to $75,000. Then you have 2 units for the assistant deans at $50,000 
each, and you have another 44 units at $30,000 each. Can you not 
give that a new look and see if the deans would be satisfied and 
happy to live in $40,000 units and for the other units of $30,000, why 
not $20,000? It would not cost you as much. 

Secretary Doveras. Senator, I would take this position pretty 
strongly, that the houses you find throughout the country at colleges 
and universities that are occupied by the dean of the faculty, dean of 
students and other principal faculty members simply cannot be re- 
produced for the dollar amounts that we have in this program. On 
this, I do not think there is any extravagance at all. 

I think that this committee, looking at, a $30,000 house, would like 
to do a little bit better than that for the dean of the faculty, and 
a small number of the top professors at the Air Academy. 

Senator Cuavez. Forty-four units is not very small. That is quite 
a few men. 

Senator Younes. Will you yield, Senator? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 

Senator Young. Does this include the cost of the streets out. in 
front of the homes or is that just the bare house? 

Secretary Dovaias. Just the house. 

Senator Cuavez. Just the empty house? 

Senator Youne. No furniture ? 

Secretary Doveras. That is right. 

Senator Ssaru. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question of the 
Secretary : 

Are you going to have the furnishings for the houses custom made, 
also? 

Secretary Doveias. No; we are not. 


EXTRA COST OF CUSTOM-MADE FURNITURE 


Senator Smrru. What would be your estimate of the extra cost of 
the furnishings that you have referred to, because of being custom 
made? You said 25 precent. I wondered what the overall cost 
would be. 
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Secretary Doveras. Well, the total bids on the furniture that I re- 
ferred to, with respect to the desks and the table, according to my 
recollection, amounted to $500,000. 

Senator Smiru. That takes in the desks and chairs and the tables? 

Secretary Dovueias. Just over $500,000. 

Senator Porrer. What does that include? The chairs for the class- 
rooms ? 

Mr. Ferry. May I say a word here? It includes the desks for the 
classroom use of the students and it includes the chairs for general 
pa a for the rooms of the students, the barracks rooms, for the 

ining halls, and for the library chairs. The bids are only for 
students’ desks and for 11,000 chairs. 

Senator Smirn. Now, your 25 percent of the $500,000 that it is 
costing, would be what? $125,000 more? 

Mr. Ferry. We understand perhaps, Senator, that it would cost us 
$100,000 more than if we got the nearest comparable standard catalog 
type of desk and chair, the nearest standards. We, however, had run 
into great difficulty with that, because if you attempt to pick the 
nearest standard to what it is we wanted, you automatically shut out 
all the other manufacturers, and it would lead to a great injustice 
to the manufacturers in the industry. 

Senator Smirx. What about the custom made? 

Mr. Ferry. We offered them for open bids of any manufacturer of 
furniture who has in stock in his own plant the facilities for the 
manufacture of this type of furniture. 
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COST OF FURNISHINGS IN HOUSES OF OFFICIALS 


Senator SmirH. You say you are not going to have custom-made 
furniture for the houses. Could you give us an estimate of how much 
it is going to cost for the furnishings in the houses ? 

Colonel Wirrers. Senator, we are planning on 44 colonels’ houses 
and 25 percent of them will be furnished with Government furniture 
at $5,000 a house. That is our present budget estimate. 

For the rest of the houses the officers will bring their own furniture. 
The present policy of the Air Force is that 25 percent of them will be 
furnished. 

Senator Smirn. How many bedrooms? 

Colonel Wrrrers. Three bedrooms, a living room, dining room, a 
servant’s room and three baths. 

Senator Smirxa. Thank you. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, in line with my discussion before 
about the chairs, we have a figure of $238,934 under schedule B and 
that includes the cadets’ dining hall chairs, your classroom chairs, 
and classroom desks. That amount is $548. 

Mr. Ferry. That is the total. 

Senator Porrrr. That is the total? 

Mr. Ferry. Yes. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. 


ITEMS INVOLVING REAL ESTATE 


Secretary Douenas. Senator, the Air Force is not asking for res- 
toration of other items removed by House action, except with respect 
to the $1,028,000 relating to certain real estate, which I think can be 
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covered by our respective staffs. There was a misunderstanding 
involving these real-estate items. 
Senator Cuavez. 190 I understand you want some extra real estate 
outside of what you have then, in the restoration ? 
Secretary Dovetas. That has nothing to do with the Academy at 
all, Senator. 
DANGEROUS FLYING CONDITIONS 


Senator Cuavez. Oh, this is another area. If you do not. mind, 
Mr. Secretary, referring back to the runways, do you consider the 
flying conditions at that particular spot, which is pretty close to 
the high mountain area, to be dangerous? 

Secretary Dovauas. Not to the point of an undesirable risk. Just 
before I came over to this hearing this morning, Mr. Megs, who is 
one of the members on the selection committee, called me, and I 
recall reports on the deliberations of the selection committee, which 
included Charles Lindberg as well as Megs, and we have to go back 
a good ways, but we spent a good deal of time over the whole problem 
of the appropriateness of the site, which is over 5,000 feet high, close 
to the mountains for flying and student flying, because they felt quite 
strongly that to pick a site that was not suitable for any future devel- 
opments that might take place for flying student pilots might be a 
mistake, and that original site selection group, highly qualified flyers, 
reached the conclusion that the site was satisfactory. 

Senator Cuavez. Even for flying purposes? 


REQUIREMENT FOR LONG RUNWAYS 


Secretary Dovetas. Yes, sir; entirely: That is what my comment 
is directed toward, and our flying safety board also considered the 
site from the same point of view. It requires long runways to be 
completely satisfactory for the operation with modern aircraft at 
that site. 

Senator Cuavez. Do you consider that particular area is the proper 
place for runways considering the safety of the fliers, the weather, 
and of the proximity of the mountains, which are right next to it? 

Secretary Dovetas. Well, of course, you do not have to really fly 
at any of these locations in weather that is highly unsuitable. We 
lose a. good deal of flying time in basic trainmg due to weather, 
whether the field is in Mississippi or anywhere else, 

Chairman Haypven. How about in New Mexico? 

Secretary Dovetas. I thought I had better not mention New Mexico 
and Arizona with respect to that observation because we have a good 
deal of sunshine down there. 


DENIAL OF FUNDS FOR LAND ACQUISITION 


Chairman Haypren. The House has denied funds for certain land 
acquisitions on the ground that no action had been taken to secure 
clearance with the Armed Services Committees, as required by law? 

Secretary Dovatas. As I understand it, all but one of the denials 
either involve an amount in dollars on which the Armed Services 
Committee does not require clearance or for land easements on which 
clearance is not required. 
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Brigadier General Rentz. There was misinterpretation on that. 
With one exception, which had been previously cleared by both Armed 
Services Committees, it is not necessary, concerning these particular 
items, to obtain title VI clearance from the Armed Services Com- 
mittees. I think the House Appropriation Committee will now agree 
to these items. 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. I notice there are 10 of them that are 
land easements. 

General Rentz. Yes. And Congress does not require a title VI 
clearance on easements. It is on fee purchases only, over $25,000. 
























WORLDWIDE STUDY OF MILITARY BASES 





Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Secretary this: Isn't 
there a commission now making a study of airbases all over the world, 
looking for some possible eliminations for economy purposes ? 

Secretary Doveras. I think the Senator probably refers to Mr. 
Frank Nash’s project as special assistant to the President, I believe, 
to study military bases all over the world, and it is my understanding 
that his attention is being given not to military requirements, but to 
the variety of political, economic factors that enter into a base selec- 
tion or construction operation, all over the world, recognizing that 
we have never been able to have a single pattern of base rights, to see 
what generalizations can be made as to the type of arrangement that 
is suitable. 

Senator Youna. It is possible that we might be appropriating in 
the bill we are now considering for some bases that will later be 
eliminated ? 

Secretary Doveras. No, sir. I am satisfied that that is not so. 







SITUATION AT MINOT, N. DAK., BASE 


Senator Yocne. Let me ask this question: Just a few days ago 
there was a question raised about the possible elimination of the Minot 
Base; some $30 million or more has already been spent on the con- 
struction of that base. 

Secretary Dover.as. That is an easy one to answer: We are firm in 
our intentions to operate in that period of time. 

Senator Youna. That is one of your interceptor bases? 

Secretary Doveras., That is one of the few new northern border 
fighter-interceptor bases, and with respect to Minot Base we are 
actually building that up as a heavy-bomber dispersal base, as well. 
So I would say that base has as good a future as any I can think of. 
T should think it will he a long time before we would not want to have 
heavy bombers in that area, and also fighter-interceptors. 

Senator Younc. If we came to the point where we could be discon- 
tinuing the use of bomber or fighter planes and would be using missiles 
only ? 




















PROGRAMING FOR LOWER FORCE EFFECTS 





Secretary Dovaras. The Senator raises, of course, a very interest- 
ing and important problem. We are programing for lower force 
efforts in years ahead in respect to man-manned aircraft. We cannot 
afford, under any circumstances, to drop any approved weapons today 
before the new weapons are reliable. I see no reduction in the fore- 
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seeable future in the number of heavy-bomber aircraft that we have 
now scheduled. As the Senator realizes, we are getting into the 
buildup just now of our B-52 forces. 

We have four wings at the present time. These things are all made 
variable by the demands. We have to have the companion tankers 
that are necessary, and I want to talk a little bit about that program 
when I have an opportunity to make some general remarks on Air 
Force requirements for military construction. : 

Senator Youne. When the time comes for using guided missiles 
and other missiles, when we will be using a lot of them, wouldn’t some 
of these bases be adaptable to their use? 

Secretary Douenas. Very definitely. We are programing all the 
early missile operations that we are working on at the present time 
at existing bases, and I see no reason why that cannot be carried on 
all during the period of such transition as takes place. 

Senator Young. Thank you very much. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Secretary, the need to restudy all of our bases 
throughout the world, of course, is due to the fact that we have the 
guided missiles and are projecting ourselves into that phase of defense, 
as well as a retaliatory means of attack. That would, of course, be 
one necessity for the review of our bases as they were originally set up, 
so we may have a base near what we might anticipate to be an enemy 
base, and so that we would have an effective and immediate striking 
capability. 

Secretary Dovenas. That is right, sir. I do not foresee any sub- 
stantial change in our requirements for overseas bases, insofar as we 
can maintain the relationships at the major bases, speaking in rela- 
tionship to your terms. 





TRAINING EXPERIENCE IN SUBZERO WEATHER 


Senator Ture. Another thing, speaking from the standpoint of 
your installation in North Dakota, it would seem to me highly desir- 
able to maintain some northern installations for the reason that we 
know from our experiences in Korea, where many of our men had no 
experience with zero or subzero weather conditions. We should pro- 
vide for the men who will have to fight in the winter weather and we 
should provide some suitable winter climatic conditions, as a seasoning 
and training experience, both from a mechanical and maintenance 
know-how point of view, as well as for general operations under those 
conditions. 

I have always contended that we were inclined to go to the southern 
areas in order that we would have longer periods of training, less in- 
clement weather; but, while you get that training, when our men are 
forced to fight under inclement conditions, they do not have the know- 
how to physically protect themselves under such conditions. I have 
contended that bases such as the one in North Dakota are needed, and 
we certainly have held that we should expand the operation in Minne- 
sota by moving from Wald-Chamberlain, which is a temporary base, 
toa new site—and a site that would be sufficiently large to-accommo- 
-date military training even under winter conditions: - 

Secretary Doveias. That isa Reserve project. 

Senator Tre. Yes, but that is a type of strength you must build up. 
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EMPHASIS ON READY FORCE 


Secretary Dovetas. After agreeing with everything the Senator has 
said in his last statement, I would like to suggest again that, although 
I regard the National Guard and Reserve programs in the Air Force 
as highly important, I am sure that in the Air Force, for an indefinite 

eriod of time, our emphasis is on a ready force; that is, not ready 30 
ays after the emergency, but ready in the hour of the emergency. 

Senator Tuy. Well, Secretary, I agree with you, not 100 percent, 
but 1,000 percent. 

But what I mean is that your greatest source of military strength 
must lie in a well-trained and an Active Reserve, to supplement that 
nucleus of your actual fighting strength, which is your regular men 
in all branches of the services. 

Secretary Doveras. We are very anxious to continue to develop 
our Reserve program. 

Senator Toye. Yes, sir. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman—and this has been most informative. 
I was not able to be present at the outset, but I have read your state- 
ment, Mr. Secretary, and it is a very informative statement. 

Secretary Dovetas. Now, Senator, what I would like to do, if I 
might, is refer to the Air Force military construction program, par- 
ticularly with respect to the $100 million. 


FUNDS FOR COMMUNITY CHAPEL 


Senator Cuavez. Before you do that, I see that the bill contains 
an item of $3 million for a chapel at the base and also $184,000 for a 
community chapel. What is the idea of the community chapel if you 
get the $3 million chapel at the base? Aren’t they all going to be in 
the same area ? 

Secretary Dovuerias. They are not very far removed from each 
other. 

Senator CHavez. What is the necessity, then, of a community 
chapel ? 

Secretary Doveras. I have asked the same question at one point, 
and I had the personal view that it was inappropriate to build the 
$184,000 chapel. 

The reason I have consented to its being in the program is that it is 
some distance away. It is in the supporting community. It is on the 
property, but there would be a very substantial community support- 
ing the Academy, and that could be ready to meet the needs of the 
people for a chapel on the base in 1958 when the school moves in, 
whereas that certainly will not be the case with the principal chapel 
we hope to build as a part of the main group of Academy buildings. 

Senator Cuavez. Well, Mr. Secretary, I do believe in prayers. I 
actually do. I think that the cadets should do a little praying now 
and then. 

Secretary Doveras. I think they will, but they will do it in the mess 
hall or somewhere else. 

Senator Cravez. Now, do you need a $3 million chapel in order to 
get them to pray ? 

Secretary Dovetas. No, sir. 
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Senator Cuavez. Why go to that expense in order to build a chapel ? 
You could build a very nice chapel for less than that, could you 
not ? 


Secretary Doueias. Yes; you can. 

Senator Cuavez. And it would be something that would be ade- 
quate. 

Secretary Doveras. Senator, as a Scotchman, I have been a little 
bit slow over the last 3 years in my enthusiasm for a chapel as the 
most distinctive feature of the whole Academy and of the whole group 
of buildings. 

Senator Cuavez. I am going along with recommending a chapel for 
Clovis Airbase, but it is not going to cost $3 million, and there are 
going to be more people at the airbase at Clovis than there will 
be at the Air Force Academy. 


DESIGN OF ACADEMY CHAPEL 


Secretary Doveias. I do not know what the chapels cost at several 
of our principal universities or at West Point. I am sure that a 
good many, or a number of the principal ones, particularly those 
that are in effect of the cathedral type, cost more than the amount 
of money we are talking about. I will just say that it was contrary 
to my expectations when the present design of the chapel was pre- 
sented for the first time a few months ago, but, after there had been 
a number of attempts—certainly it did not have my enthusiasm, but 
I did find myself developing a desire to see that chapel as the central 
feature of distinction for the Academy group of buildings, and I 
think that the architects have done a very remarkable thing in the 
design that they finally produced. They have produced a design which, 
on first look, seems to be highly modern, fits in with the rest of the 
group of buildings, and, at the same time, it is very little removed 
from the Gothic church architecture and it, to me, does another thing, 
which is worth doing, which I first doubted, which is very interesting 
and which I think will have a very good effect throughout the coun- 
try—it is one of the most interesting church edifices ever built. It 
will have, under one roof, a Protestant chapel, a Catholic chapel, and 
a Hebrew synagogue, and not only is the present design complete, but 
it has the enthusiastic support of four consulting architects. It has 
been enthusiastically received by a number of church people interested 
in religious services in the armed services. 

Senator Cnavez. Certainly I am interested in having a chapel there, 
but why $3 million? Can you show me a picture of the chapel you 
have in mind? Do you happen to have a picture? 

Colonel Wirrrr. I will get the picture. 

Colonel Noonan. I think the word “chapel” is probably a misnomer. 
This edifice seats 1,500 people. It is not exactly small. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR CHAPEL 


Secretary Doveas. I disagree with the colonel on that. The chapel 
at Princeton, where I happened to go to college, was referred to only 
as achapel. It is really like a chapel that you have at Kings College 
or as you have at Virginia. It isn’t really a chapel, in size and struc- 
ture, but a cathedral. The chapel at the University of Chicago is a 
symbol of a great Gothic cathodrel 
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Now, no one can talk about building this chapel at the Academy 
wholly on a utilitarian basis. It provides a place for worship for the 
several faiths of the western world, that will be represented by the 
students that will attend the Academy, but you can only justify this 
kind of a chapel with the conviction that it will lend great distinction 
to the Air Academy, that it will be a structure in which the whole 
country takes some pride. 

Senator Tuye. If I may, Mr, Chairman, I think the Secretary has 
touched on the most important phase of why I would support any such 
an outlay. It is not just a place where you are going to worship. It 
becomes a part of the Academy itself, and anyone that visits the area 
will see the religious facility that is there for its young persons, or its 
students, and be impressed by it. 

Secretary Dovcias. The Senator is correct, completely correct. 

Senator Tuyr. Your previous statement, Mr. Secretary, was very 
convincing to me. 

Secretary Doveras. Well, it has received a great deal of thought, 
and whereas if it was produced in its early form it would have resulted 
in violent criticism, I was amazed that the four consulting architects, 
after having presented it to them, unanimously expressed the view that 
this was one of the finest ever designed. 


AGREEMENT WITH ARCHITECTS 


Senator Cuavez. May I ask you this: What kind of agreement 
have you with the architect who designed it and the consulting archi- 
tects that furnished the advice? 

Secretary Doveras. The consulting architects have served only on 
a per diem basis when they have been called into consultation. 

Senator Cuavez. What about the designing architect ? 

Secretary Doveras. I am sorry, but I have been told that was the 
cae impression I just gave you, because they have not sent any 

ills. 

Senator Cuavez. They have not sent bills. Is the designing archi- 
tect going to be paid just like the average architect, a certain 
percentage of the total cost, or on a fixed-fee basis? 

Secretary Doveras. You mean the principal architect ? 

Senator Cuavez. Yes. 


ARCHITECT’S FEE 


Colonel Noonan. This is a fixed fee. The consultants do not draw 
_ funds whatsoever. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the fee? 

Mr. Ferry. $8,900,000. 

— Cuavez. What percentage of the total cost is that going 
to 

Colonel Noonan. That will be the complete design of the facilities 
for $126 million, rather, $125 million worth of facilities. 

Senator Cuavez. That is the estimate at the moment, $125 million ? 

Colonel Noonan. That is what the contract is for. 

Senator Cuavez. It will be around $9 million out of $116 million; 
isn’t that right ? 
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Colonel Noonan. A little more. I think the total figure provided 
today is a one-hundred-and-eighteen-million-and-some-odd-dollar fig- 
ure. It is $118,300,000, Senator. 

Senator Cnavez. What percentage would that be? 

Mr. Ferry. At the present estimate, it would be about 6 percent es- 
timated cost of the Academy. 

Colonel Noonan. Now that includes title I and title II, that is not 
only design, but that is inspection as well. 

Senator Cuavez. Well, that is generally the case. That is what 
you hire an architect for. 

Secretary Dovetas. It is inspection and supervision. 

Colonel Noonan. Usually it runs as an average for construction 
costs, design, 3 percent and inspection 6 percent. 

Senator Exttenper. Will that chapel be so designed that you will 
have a separate place for Catholics and Protestants? 

Colonel Noonan. Yes. I would like to show it to you, if you like. 

Senator ELvenper. Yes. 


DESCRIPTION OF CHAPEL 


Colonel Noonan. Now, looking at this [indicating] the idea basi- 
cally is, itis like an envelope. The idea is, we have one structure here 
[indicating] which houses three religions, and in it we have a Protes- 
sant nave, which is this structure here [indicating] which seats a total 
of 900. 

Senator ELLenNperR. You mean on that floor? 

Colonel Noonan. We like to refer to it as a level, Senator, rather 


than a floor, because of religious feelings. 

At this level, we have the Protestants—and the Protestants, by the 
way, are predominant at the Military Academies. These figures have 
been taken over a period of years, and this is des gned to seat the 900 
Protestants there [ indicating}. 

Then on this other level, as you come in here and make your entrance, 
there is a Catholic nave, which has a seating capacity of 500, and then 
in this section here is a Jewish synagogue, which, as you can see here, 
has its location in the back, all of this being under one roof, and this 
has a seating capacity of 100. 

Now, they are all under one roof and they have a place where they 
can all worship and the religious people are highly enthusiastic about 
the idea of having all of them under one roof, and also having this 
type of architectural structure has resulted in the lowest cost in 
construction. 

This type of structure we call a space form. Each of these is a 
buttress and are bolted here, and all tied together and worked in 
together, which is probably one of the most economical types of con- 
struction you can come up with today. 


CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL 


Senator E.tenper. What is the material ? 
Colonel Noonan. This is a matted dull aluminum. Inside of here 


is a frame, inside of this steel frame in here. Then this is a matted 
dull aluminum on the exterior. 


Senator Ettenper. What do you mean by that? 
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Colonel Noonan. Well, it is dull. It is a matte finish. It is not 
shiny. Actually, I think if you hold this up to the light you get a 
pretty good idea of the effect that it gives here. 

Senator ELLenper. What would be the seating capacity ? 

Colonel Noonan. The seating capacity is 1,500. 

Senator Ettenper. And what is it for the Protestant chapel ? 

Colonel Noonan. For the Protestants it is 900. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman, isn’t there some economy present 
here by building all of these under 1 roof and 1 foundation, and 
have you given any consideration at all to getting a part of this started 
and using it for the community chapel, rather than having the separate 
one built ? 

Colonel Noonan. Yes, Senator, the Secretary has given instructions 
to us that we would proceed with the design of the small chapel, but 
that we would not go ahead with the contract until further instruc- 
tions from him. ‘ 

Secretary Doveras. That was not quite responsive to the questions 
you were suggesting that part of this be made available for use at an 
early date? 

Senator Smirn. Yes, for use as the community chapel rather than 
to have the two of them built. It seems to me that, when you are all 
finished with this cathedral, all of the people are going to want to go 
to it and the other community chapel will not be of any use then. 

Colonel Noonan. The idea, Senator, would be fine if we could do it. 
We have 2,600 cadets and have a seating capacity of only 1,500 here. 
The cadets must go to church. That is a formation along with any 
other formation. He has to go, and they come on in and file in and 
there just isn’t room enough. 

Senator Smita. Why do we not have enough room at that cost? 

Colonel Noonan. Because, Senator, we would have to enlarge it to 
make it take care of the additional people, around the ridge. 

Senator Smiru. People do not walk to church any more, and it 
would seem to me that if you could build this and would have it a 
little larger—all under one roof, it would be much better, because 
I would think, if I were a parishioner after this was built, I would 
make every effort to go to this one. I would not go to the little one, 
and I think it would become obsolete. 

Colonel Wirrers. One thing that would require another chapel in 
the community area would be that if a man’s daughter is gettin 
married, and he is going to hold a wedding, that type of thing woul 
not be held in this type of chapel. 

Senator Smira. Well, you could have a separate part of it just 
sufficient for small groups on a separate level. 

Senator Ettenper. Why could you not marry a fellow at Colorado 
Springs? Why would you not use the facilities there until this thing 
is built? This is just excess baggage, to my way of thinking. 

Colonel Noonan. You would have to organize the cadets and you 
would have to transport them. 

Senator Ettenper. How do you do it now? 

Colonel Noonan. They have a chapel right on the base. 

Senator Eitenper. Why can you not use that? 

Colonel Noonan. That is at Lowery Air Field, and this is at a new 
site at Colorado Springs, 50 miles away. 
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Senator Smrrn. Mr. Chairman, I quite —_ they have to have a 
chapel and it should be just as fine as it could be, but I would not like 


to put that amount of money into a separate chapel that would be 
all obsolete so soon. 
I think something ought to be done. I do not think we can quibble 
about one chapel, but we ought to quibble about several chapels. 
Senator E.tenver. I do not think that there is any doubt about it. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTION 


Chairman Haypen. It is just about noon, and you started, Mr. Sec- 
retary, to tell us about the effect of the $100 million cut. Have you 
anything more to say on that 

Secretary Dovenas. Yes, sir. 

I think it is important that I take a few minutes to cover what, to 
the Air Force, is a very important problem, and I think I can give the 
committee the outline pretty quickly. The charts I am using will be 
inserted in the record. 

(The charts referred to follow :) 
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Department of the Air Force, fiscal year 1958 military construction appropriation 
program—Package summary 


Amount 
(thousands) 
1. BAC: strike capabllitiy 21. ncigse ee siiabinnnl panne dele aaes $346. 618 
Se WATHIDS ONC CeCCONGW. . oc inn ncndcciadachiegeedleiameali 207, 543 
BRIERE TROUT cee ceennsns deers dieses eae ete ae 72, 073 
4; Pessonne?l and 'metiealis sou ee 151, 691 
5. Research and development and test__...-..---_--__-_.---_-_____ 37, 575 
6.) Rewestve: LOCC a cri ies epntinlinenssl} —sign bu pebdonnctpaipbidnteduiabb sabe 20, 912 
Fy: MAL BARC BLOC Fige rncegted biknenedinnd dvips 29, 169 
Be BAERS UE NU ar ethic carr eines cian aismpioe tera ceria cnheloonamonecaaienaa a maaan 25, 000 
ORR DOP COs r eee eee cna ee eas 18, 000 
1@) OsheWts ou. c ce tee. ie aw ae kee Ss 267, 116 
LOTTE inc vinni o<taprin ata bpd aan ema eek Lanes 1,175, 697 


The request that was in the President’s budget presented to the Con- 
gress in January, the new obligational authority for the Air Force 
construction program, was $1,275 million. This request contemplated 
an overall construction program of $1,600 million, or 25 percent more 
than the funds that we were seeking, which in the past has: been a 
relationship that has worked out reasonably well. 

Through two reductions, the request came down from $1,275 million 
to $1 billion, and the supporting program for $1,600 million came 
down to $1,150 million. 

Now, I think you might be interested in taking a quick look at a 
chart which is just factual, as to the way this program developed. 


SCREENING PROCESS 


Something more than a year ago the requirements as asserted by the 
commands in the field came in to headquarters. That was based on a 
lJarger Air Force program than we have now, but construction require- 
ments, which included the replacement of most of World War IT 
structures, a great many other things that have fallen by the wayside, 
had the amazing total of $3,500 million. 

At that time we hoped not to operate under such a program, but that 
we might have an appropriation for $1,500 million. 

There was a review of the program, and when we finalized the first 
budget position, we did so with a program of some $2 billion which was 
brought down to $1,600 million, that was referred to, in April of this 
current year. 

Now the next reduction, you remember, resulted from the President’s 
expressed position that $200 million could be taken out of the overall 
military construction program, which at that time was $2,100 million, 
the reduction being to $1,900 million, of which the Air Force, of 
course, requested funds of $1,153 million and later the overall program 
was reduced to $1,650 million, with the Air Force portion at $1 billion. 

The only reason I wanted to show this was to just recall to the com- 
mittee that there is a very long process of screening that starts out at 
an extraordinarily high level of asserted requirements, and I think 
contributes assurance to the fact that what is left in is of very real 
importance. 

Now, I hope I have an opportunity to refer to a few of the areas that 
you find our construction requirements in, but before referring to those 
I would like to point out that as I understand the House committee’s 
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report, they found, except for $17 million, very little to criticize in the 
overall program. 

They took the position that $900 million, with a carryover of some 
$300 million, would provide all the funds that we could reasonably 
expect to put under contract. 

have had this problem with the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee over a number of years, and they have contributed to our devel- 
oping a real ability to put construction funds under contract, because 
about 3 years ago it is true that we would come into the program that 
was larger than we were able to perform with our own planning and 
administrative facilities. In 1956 we put under contract and obli- 
gated $1,134 million. In 1957 our last estimate is that we put under 
contract $1,182 million, so that for both 1956 and 1957 you can see we 
have exceeded, in one instance, 13 percent, and in the other 18 percent 
of the amount of funds that we were asking for this year, and the 
amount that would be justified by our putting under contract in fiscal 
year 1958, that is, $1 billion. 

I think there is no question but that we can put the work under 
contract. If that is so, then the problem that we have is the overall 
amount appropriated to Air Force requirements. 

Briefly, the $1,150 million program was substantially approved by 
the House, and included some $480 million for SAC facilities, or 
about 42 percent of the total amount. Now you see on that chart not 
the $480 million figure but a $346 million figure, which is that part 
of the $480 million contributing directly to new locations, new re- 
quired facilities for heavy bomber dispersal and for tanker dispersal 
to SAC’s strike capability. 


There are other important requirements of SAC under the heading 
of “Personnel and medical” and “Minor construction” and also in 
“Other.” 

Now, this $346 million covers a provision for strategic missile sites, 
for heavy-bomber dispersal, for some medium-bomber dispersal, and 


for northern tanker bases, as well as completing the Spanish complex 
of bases. 


FUNDS FOR FOREIGN CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Errenper. How much of that will be used abroad? 

Secretary Doveras. In my statement, I believe we point out that of 
the whole program this year, only some $200 million are to be used 
in foreign countries, and overseas, which would include Alaska, 
Labrador, and this continent, as well as some Pacific islands. 

What is the total figure on that? 

General Rentz. $223 million. 

Secretary Doveras. Outside the continental United States, the stra- 
tegic program would account for $113 million of that total. 

Now, what I would like to emphasize, as I think, a measure of 
tightness of this whole program, is the extent to which we have had 
to modify downward competition for the dollars of our program for 
dispersal of heavy bombardment squadrons. 

The present program, as you know, calls for 11 wings of B-52’s 
with tanker support, which will be jet tankers of 2 tankers for 3 
B-52’s. 

We have what we call home bases in the number of 11 for these 11 
wings. More than a year ago, we embarked on a program which we 
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explained to the Congress, to disperse our heavy bombardment wings 
to squadron bases. 

At 3 squadrons of B-—52’s in each wing, we would need 33 bases to 
accomplish the full dispersal. That we think is desirable for the 
B-52’s. 

In 1957 we made a good deal of progress on 11 dispersal basis. We 
hope to include close to that oanaiies in the 1958 program, and until 
we reduced the program the last step, we had 6 new B-52 squadron 
bases included in the program. On the last step reduction, we re- 
duced that dispersal to five bases, that are included in the program we 
are presenting to you. 

Now these dispersal bases, I think you would be interested to know, 
run about $20 million to $25 million each. They have not been con- 
tracted for the whole amount in a single year, but it is about that cost 
that will be represented when we have accomplished our full dispersal 
program. 

Now, of the total program I have presented, you can see that “Warn- 
ing and defense,” the second largest program, is $207 million. 

Actually, the facilities that are included for the Air Defense Com- 
mand run substantially higher than that. They run to $304 million, 
if you include all improvements on the present bases, in addition 
to the “Warning and defense” expenditures that go directly to the 
Air Defense Command. 

Now, I think it is important, above everything else, that we give 
you the assurance that we can use the $100 million, in asking you 
to consider and act favorably on this restoration. I think that our 
obligating of 1956 and 1957 is a satisfactory assurance that we can 
perform. 

COMPLETION OF EXTENSION TO THE DEW LINE 


There are a good many things that I believe it would be desirable 
to go a little faster on than we are able to do with them under this 
program, and that would include completion of the extensions to 
the DEW line, in the Far North. It would include probably the 
SAGE system in the continental United States, but there are com- 
pensations in doing these things a little more slowly, if your competi- 
tion will permit a slower pace, because when we move a little more 
slowly we can do most of these things better than we would do other- 
wise. 

It is true that in perhaps being behind on the construction program 
over a period of time, we find there are things we do not need to do, 
where at one time we thought we had to do them. 

Senator Errenper. In that connection, what about DEW line? 
Have you reevaluated that facility to determine whether or not it 
is needed as much in that it will do what you first proposed it would 
do? 

Secretary Doveras. Yes. We think it will do what we thought 
it would accomplish, and that is, to give a reasonably early warning 
to aircraft across the line. 

Now, we will have to, over a period of time, make improvements 
in the line. 

The equipment that is adequate today probably will not do the job 
5 years from now. 
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Senator ELtenprr. What you are asking for now is money to finish 
it, in other words? 

"Secretar y Doveras. Well, in this program, the amount of money 

isn’t very much. 

Senator Exxenper. I understand that, but the item is to complete 
what was originally contemplated ? 

General Rentz. We have to put two extensions on there. We had 
one extension last year and the first phase of the other one this year. 

Secretary Dovexas. I might say that we have tried to review those 
requirements, and if there is somewhat better equipment available, 
we will be able somewhat to reduce the construction involvement, as 
we are not constructing quite as many stations as we thought might 
be necessary. 

Chairman Haypen. Allright. We thank you very much for your 
statement. 

We will have to adjourn now until 10:30 Monday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., Friday, August 9, 1957, the eommit- 
tee recessed until 10:30 a. m., Monday, August i2 , 1957.) 
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MONDAY, AUGUST 12, 1957 


Unrrep States Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Washington, D. 6. 
The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Hill, Hol- 
land, Stennis, Thye, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 


STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will be in order. 

The committee will hear members of the Senate present the need 
of funds for emergency conservation measures. 

The Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1957 (Public Law 
85-58) established criteria for payments to farmers on farmland 
damaged by disasters which cause new conservation problems. 

Public Law 85-58 appropriated $4 million available through fiscal 
1958, with a part of this amount to be used to reimburse the President’s 
disaster relief fund. 

At the beginning of fiscal 1958 about $2.5 million remained to meet 
new conservation problems arising from severe floods, hurricanes, and 
tornado damage which has occurred in recent weeks in 11 States. 


DISASTER DAMAGE ESTIMATES 


I am placing in the record a letter from Assistant Secretary Peter- 
son to Senator Monroney, dated July 23, which shows preliminary 
damage estimate for 6 States totaling $16.3 million, and indicates 
whether the damaged areas had been declared disaster areas under pro- 
visions of Public Law 875. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL’ 


TURE, 
Washington, July 25, 1957. 
Hon. A. 8. MrkE MONRONEY, 


United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR Monroney: This is in response to your request by telephone 
yesterday for information as to the extent of agricultural conservation program 
emergency costsharing needed to treat conservation problems created as a result 
of natural disasters. You also asked to what extent these damaged areas had 
been declared disaster areas under the provisions of Public Law 875, 81st Congress. 
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This table shows preliminary field estimates that have been reported to us at 
this time (and for which no funds have been allocated), on the basis of 80 percent 
of the cost of the estimated amount of emergency work needed. The estimates 
include work such as debris removal, rehahilitation of soil and water conserving 
structures and erosion-damaged farmland, and reestablishment of destroyed 
conserving cover. 
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1 Estimate not received. 
2 Incomplete. 
3 Plus amounts for which estimates not received. 


These needs arose primarily as a result of the midcontinent floods in the 
spring and summer of 1957. 

As soon as final and detailed documentation is made in all of these cases, in 
accordance with established eligibility criteria, it is possible that either more 
or less need will be indicated. The Department has not yet received sufficient 
information on which to provide an official estimate of the amount of such 
emergency funds which will be needed or to designate eligible areas. How- 
ever, procedures for making such determinations are in the field and being 
carried out. 

Also, we have had preliminary reports on the need for emergency conserva- 
tion cost-sharing funds resulting from extended drought in several eastern sea- 
board States. However, specific estimates of amounts of need or formal re- 
quests for funds have not yet been received. 

If funds become available, we are planning on using the same criteria of eli- 
gibility as stated in Public Law 85-58, which are as follows: 

“* * * new conservation problems have been created which (1) if not treated, 
will impair or endanger the land, (2) materially affect the productive capacity 
of the land, (3) represent damage which is unusual in character and, except 
for wind erosion, is not the type which would recur frequently in the same 
area, and (4) will be so ¢ostly to rehabilitate that Federal assistance is or will 
be required to return the land to productive agricultural use. * * *” 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. PETERSON. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR ELLENDER 


Chairman Haypren. Mr. Peterson did not state whether a budget 
estimate would be submitted, but did indicate that if funds became 
available the Department would use standards set out.in Public Law 
85-58 for eligibility on emergency cost sharing. This amounts to 
a maximum of 80 percent. 

At the request of Senator Russell, I am placing in the record a 
letter to him from Senator Ellender which shows that $1.3 million 
is needed in Louisiana. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 


August 8, 1957. 
Hon. RicHarpD B. RUSSELL, 


Chairman, Senate Agriculture Appropriations Subcommitee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dick: I understand that Senators from several of the States that have 
suffered losses this year from floods have submitted estimates to you as to the 
amount of ACP emergency funds that will be needed in order to help farmers 
rehabilitate their lands, in accordance with authority presently existing within 
the Department of Agriculture. 

I have had the State ASC committee for Louisiana prepare an estimate of 
funds that will be needed for Louisiana in connection with the above emergency 
program. Attached is the original of a telegram that I have just received from 
Mr. Eugene D. Kelly, acting State administrative officer for the State ASC 
commitee in Alexandria, La. You will note that the estimated Federal share 
of the rehabilitation work will amount to $1,300,000. This includes both the 
lands covered by floodwaters in the Red River Basin and the lands covered by 
the tidal wave that inundated the southwest coastal area of Louisiana when 
hurricane Audrey hit that section of my State. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
UNITED STATES SENATOR. 


ALEXANDRIA, La., Aug. 2, 1957. 
Senators ALLEN J. ELLENDER and RuSsSELL B. Lone, 


Members of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


Re Wruzlow’s telephone request. Estimated need for funds to assist farmers 
in correcting conservation measures damaged by flood and hurricane as follows: 
Red River flooded area, $580,000; Audrey (coastal area), $720,000. Red River 
area principal need is to reestablish desirable vegetative cover and some land 
reshaping. Audrey area involves reworking drainage and irrigation systems, 
pasture renovation, removal of debris, restoration of protection levees, irriga- 
tion canals. fencing, ete. Total estimated need to correct current conserva- 
tion measures damaged, $1,300,00. Total is based on 80 percent of the total 
estimated cost. 

EuGENE D. KELLEY, 
Acting State Administrative Officer. 


Estimated amount of cost-sharing funds needed for emergency conservation work 
provided to conferees on Third Supplemental Appripriation Bill, 1957 


Balance needed to repay President’s disaster relief fund $1, 041, 806 
Oregon freeze dama; ged orchards in Umatilla eae 200, 000 
Oregon flood, Baker, 562, 448 
Kentucky flood 358, 000 


Subtotal 2, 162, 254 
Per CU i a le 
Flood damage in Louisiana 
Flood damage in Oklahoma 
Bree? Clapton: fine Te rr ai ces 


PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Chairman Haypen. Senators Kerr, Monroney, and Yarborough are 
here to present statements to the committee. 

Also, I have statements from Senators Humphrey, of Minnesota, 
and Cooper, of Kentucky, supporting appropriations for emergency 
conservation, which I am placing in the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SHERMAN COOPER 


Mr. Chairman, in considering the supplemental appropriations bill for fiscal 
1958, I hope the committee will give full consideration and its careful attention 
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to the emergency conservation needs of rural areas recently struck by natural 
disasters such as flood and drought. A number of States, including Kentucky, 
have suffered severe farm damage this year from excessive rainfall and floods. 
This has resulted in the destruction of established conservation measures on 
tens of thousands of farms—beyond the capacity of the individual farmers to re- 
place or fully repair, and beyond the capacity of the assistance available to 
farmers under the established allocations of the regular agricultural conserva- 
tion program. 

This damage already represents a substantial loss to individual farmers, and 
to the Nation’s natural resources, which ought to be made up as soon as possible 
by helping farmers to reestablish these sound conservation measures. Even more 
important, unless corrective action is taken promptly, this damage will be mul- 
tiplied and these losses compounded as topsoil is washed from naked, drowned- 
out fields and raw gulleys proliferate. This is truly a case, it seems to me, where 
“a stitch in time can save nine.” 

The committee is thoroughly familiar, I know, with the recent legislative 
history of requests to provide funds for emergency conservation cost-sharing 
work. The President recommended that such funds be provided by the Con- 
gress as early as possible in 1957, and $25 million for this purpose was first in- 
cluded by the Senate in the urgent deficiency appropriation. About $1 million 
of the $4 million finally made available must be used to reimburse the President’s 
disaster relief fund for past advances, and the Department of Agriculture is now 
faced with the difficult task of trying to allocate this amount equitably among 
the States with emergency conservation needs. 

Since this legislative process began, however, eastern Kentucky has been 
struck with the most devastating flood in the history of that area. Large areas 
of the southwestern United States have suffered extensive damage from record 
rainfall and flash floods in May, as my distinguished colleagues from those States 
have pointed out. Western Kentucky has been subjected to continuons and 
heavy rainfall this summer, resulting in even more on-the-farm damage than 
the earlier, more dramatic floods in the narrow valleys of eastern Kentucky. 
These recent disasters are in addition to the conditions which the earlier pro- 
posed legislation sought to ameliorate. They add increased urgency to the 
responsibility wf the Congress, and of the executive branch, in meeting the 
emergency needs of rural areas—if we are to prevent further loss of our basic 
natural resource, the soil, and if we are to help these farmers restore their 
stripped, soured or silted fields to productivity. 

I should like to cite for the committee, and for the record, the extent of the 
ACP emergency disaster assistance needed in my State. I hope the committee 
will act favorably on the proposal to provide promptly the funds needed for this 
work, and I ask that the figures submitted by the Kentucky State Disaster 
Committee in its most recent report to the Department of Agriculture, which I 
will cite here, be included by the committee with the similar information from 
other States which it is considering in connection with this matter. 

In western Kentucky, the State disaster committee has recommended 14 conn- 
ties for additional assistance. Cost of correcting conservation damage in this 
area is estimated at $1,972,000. In eastern Kentucky, the disaster commiftee has 
recommended 16 counties for emergency ACP aid. Cost of reclaiming this land 
is estimated at $1,716,060. Total for the 30 Kentucky counties is $3,688,060. I 
understand the Government’s share of emergency conservation cost-sharing work 
is ordinarily 80 percent, and that other States have reported their needs on this 
basis. That would put the Federal assistance required to rehabilitate this land 
in my State at $2,950,500—or approximately $3 million. 

I can give the committee a county-by-county breakdown of the emergency 
conservation work which needs to be carried out this year, over and above 
amounts farmers could reasonably be expected to bear themselves, or which 
ean be handled from regular ACP funds. However, I believe these estimates by 
the State disaster committee were made for a different purpose, since they include 
only the cost of work which would be done during the remainder of calendar 
1957. Although it is imperative to begin this work at once, the great bulk of 
the work must be done next spring and next year. Therefore, I hope the 
chairman will be able to obtain from the Department of Agriculture current 
figures as to funds needed in each State for emergency conservation work during 
fiscal 1958. 

In a number of these Kentucky counties, the productivity of the damaged land 
will be cut in half as a result of recent disasters if these new conservation needs 
are not met. These needs cannot be met out of regular funds without seriously 
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impairing the regular ACP program, or without destroying the continuity of the 
work in other counties or the established practices on individual farms fortunately 
unaffected by this emergency. I believe the conditions in both western and eastern 
Kentucky fully meet the criteria wisely laid down by this committee in the third 
supplemental appropriation for 1957: New conservation problems have been 
created which, (1) if not treated, will impair or endanger the land, (2) materially 
affect the productive capacity of the land, (3) represent damage which is unusual 
in character and is not the type which would recur frequently in the same area, 
and (4) will be so costly to rehabilitate that Federal assistance is required to 
return the land to productive agricultural use. 

During the flood in eastern Kentucky, I traveled extensively in early February 
over the affected areas of the North Fork of the Kentucky River, the upper 
Cumberland, and the Big Sandy. I can tell the committee something about the 
farm damage suffered there. Silt and sand have been thrown out onto bottom 
lands, and must. be turned under by deep plowing. In some cases, rock and 
gravel deposits are over a foot thick ; this and other flood debris must be removed. 

In other places, more than a foot of topsoil has been washed off small to 
medium areas. Broken land has been scoured off right down to the plow sole. 
Potholes have been washed into the land by floodwater eddies. In the narrow 
valleys of eastern Kentucky which I know so well, entire hillsides were slipping 
as the topsoil sloughed off in sheets. Unless protective cover is reestablished on 
all these stripped fields, they will soon be deeply cut by the ugly sears of destruc- 
tive gulleys. 

In western Kentucky, the land has also been badly eroded by excessive rainfall, 
and topsoil that has been washed away must be rebuilt and restored. Perhaps 
most serious in this area, pasture and cover crops have been destroyed by standing 
water. These drowned-out and soured fields, have been left bare and defenseless 
against further erosion. 

Other serious conservation problems also face farmers in this area. Livestock 
ponds have been filled with silt, and the pond dams washed out or damaged. 
Sod waterways must be reestablished. Filled-in and washed-out diversion 
ditches must be repaired, As in eastern Kentucky, many streams have cut new 
channels across bottom lands and fields. In some cases, stream banks have 
caved away, and, as the committee well knows, can eat up whole fields unless the 
banks are stabilized with shrubs and willows, wooden logs or stone, 

I cite these examples so that the committee will be aware of the nature and the 
extent of this problem in my own State, and can consider its needs along with 
those of other affected States. I urge the committee to give careful considera- 
tion to these needs as it considers the supplemental appropriations bill now 
before it, and join my colleagues from other States in asking that emergency 
AOP funds be made available to meet this problem. 


STATEMENT BY Husert H. HumMPHREY, UNtTeD STATES SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA 
IN Support oF Funps FoR EMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 


In support of the joint effort by a number of Senators who represent States in 
which there has been severe crop damage and soil erosion, to seek financing of a 
special ACP program to help farmers put their land back into productive condi- 
tion, I shall deeply appreciate your consideration and that of the Appropriations 
Committee of the need for such a special ACP program in the State of Minnesota. 

I had hoped by now to have in hand a full statement from the Agricultural 
Conservation Program Service, but I understand from the Minnesota Commis- 
sioner of Agriculture that there has been considerable delay and confusion on 
the part of the State USDA disaster committee in trying to gather the data 
regarding the needs of a special ACP program. As of this moment, I understand 
that the State committee has only about half the data in hand, with an accumu- 
lative ACP program need stated at approximately $1,500,000. However, this 
total includes the most badly damaged county—Lyon County—with no indica- 
tion as to the dollar need for a special ACP program in that county. 

Therefore, at this juncture, I must come before the committee with an estimate 
of need based on two factors: a careful estimate of damage made by the Min- 
nesota office of the United States Soil Conservation Service; and an estimate of 
participation to be expected, made by the State commissioner of agriculture. 1 
might add that the deputy commissioner of agriculture has spent the bulk of his 
time during the past 2 months out in the field, among the 27 counties which have 
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been hard hit by the disastrous floods and storms during June and July. He is 
therefore intimately familiar with the situation, and his judgment of the situa- 
tion is perhaps the best available. I am submitting at the close of my remarks 
a letter from the deputy commissioner, dated August 2, 1957, as well as a detailed 
estimate of damage made by the Soil Conservation Service. 

This estimate itself is not complete, in that three counties have no report 
because they have no soil conservation district. It is also incomplete, in that 
the data for Lac Qui Parle County, does not include the damage caused by a 
severe tornado which recently struck the northern 10 townships of the county, 
causing a minimum additional damage over 65,000 acres. 

In summary, a minimum figure for severe damage in Minnesota is 1,252,685 
acres. At a conservative participation figure of 60 percent the approximate 
dollar needs of a special ACP program in Minnesota, would be $4,500,000, if 
based on the available figures. Considering that there are 3 counties for which 
damage estimates are not available, the minimum needs for Minnesota are 
more likely at the $5 million level. 

The Agricultural Conservation Program Service informs me that there is 
approximately $2,600,000 available to the Service for a special ACP program 
for fiscal 1958. Clearly, this amount would scarsely take care of half the 
needs of the State of Minnesota, let alone the tremendous aggregate needs of 
several other States. 

I hope that the Service will be able to furnish me with its own figures on 
the needs for Minnesota within the next few days. I shall immediately pass 
this information on to the committee for its consideration. 

In conclusion may I say that Minnesota farmers have been very severely 
hurt by the summer rains and floods, to the extent that the President has de- 
elared nearly half the State a major disaster area. Not only have they suf- 
fered staggering losses in current income this year, but they now face the 
prospect of greatly reduced income over the coming years because of extraor- 
dinary damage to their land itself. It seems to me imperative that the Con- 
gress recognize the extent of this agricultural disaster, and take what steps we 
can to move the Department of Agriculture into a constructive program of 
assistance. 

I strongly urge the committee to appropriate the necessary funds to make 
possible a special ACP program of deep-tilling, summer fallow, green cover, and 
other conservation practices designed to rehabilitate this severely damaged 
land. 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
St. Paul, August, 2, 1957. 
Senator Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senator from Minnesota, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR HusBertT: I am enclosing a county-by-county damage report for the 27 
eounties involved in our recent floods. You will note that some of the county 
reports are missing, but it should be pointed out that reports are available for 
practically all of the counties which suffered heavy damage. 

This report does not purport to make any estimate of the amount of participa- 
tion we can expect in an emergency ACP program. It is fair to say, however, 
that with over 1,200,000 acres involved and an average soil conservation payment 
proposed of $6 an acre, that $4 million would be a bare minimum and $7,500,000 
a maximum amount needed for such a program. 

Our office has spoken by telephone to a number of the counties involved, and 
we feel sure that participation will be at least at the 60 percent level in these 
counties. 

This report is a result of a coordinated eflort between the Soil Conservation 
Service and the State department of agriculture. May I say to you that the Soil 
Conservation Service is to be commended for the very speedy and accurate 
service they provided in obtaining damage estimates. : 

May I make one personal observation in connection with this report. Both 
Governor Freeman and myself, in correspondence and personal contacts with 
farmers about this problem, were struck by the need for an ACP program with 
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sufficient flexibility of practices to insure a program that would be tailored to 
the diverse needs of farmers in widely separated sections of our State. 
Governor Freeman expressed the hope that this emergency program would be 
flexible enough to meet all of the special problems adequately, and I know that 
you will provide such a program. : 


I hope that this information will be of some assistance to you in formulating 
the program. 
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Norris ELLeRTsSON, Deputy Commissioner. 
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1 These counties not organized as soil conservation districts, no SCS report made. 
2 No report. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR HUMPHREY SUPPLEMENTING HIS STATEMENT 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 


August 12, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: I have just received supplementing information from the Min- 
nesota Department of Agriculture regarding dollar estimates of expected par- 
ticipation in a special ACP program in the State of Minnesota about which I 
testified last week during hearings on the supplemental appropriation. 

These estimates, listed below, are based on a very careful survey made during 
the past several days by the Minnesota Department of Agriculture on a county-by- 
county basis of well-informed farm leaders. 

The 16 counties listed do not include a number of counties which have suffered 
disastrous land damage, but the damage in which is relatively limited 
geographically. 
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participation 


—_—— | 


Expected 
participation 


Roseau 
Kandiyohi 
Yellow Medicine 


It is interesting to note that the dollar estimate of $4,967,000 closely approxi- 


mates the $5 million estimate for the entire disaster area of Minnesota which I 
made in earlier testimony. 


I should also like to pass on to the committee the urgent plea of the farm lead- 
ers who made the above estimates that the special ACP program be made a 
flexible program permitting a broad spectrum of conservation practices which 
can be adapted to the individual area. There are, frankly, some fears that in 
the administration of such a special program, the Department of Agriculture 
might seek to impose narrow restrictions as to the kind of conservation practices 
to be permitted, in order to reduce the scope and expense of the program. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 


Husert H. HUMPHREY. 
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. KERR, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Kerr, we will be glad to hear from 
you. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to express my appreciation for your permitting me to appear 
before the committee in behalf of the measure which is so necessary to 
Oklahoma and so many other States; States that have suffered disas- 
ters in the form of droughts followed by floods. 

I want to say that, in doing so, I have had the benefit of consultation 
with the Senators from many States, and am trying to present as best 
T can my estimate of the overall picture. 


5-YEAR DROUGHT IN SOUTHWEST 


As you know, the great Southwest has experienced 5 years of sear- 
ing drought so intensive that ranchers were forced to sell their foun- 
dation herds for lack of pasture and water; farmers were unable to 
plant a crop because there was no moisture, and the municipalities had 
to restrict the use of water because reservoirs were drying up. 

After such an extended dry period, this year it rained early in the 
year and it looked as though we would have moisture enough to make 
acrop. Sothe farmers planted. 

I must say that after 5 years of no rain, it was a welcome sight to 
see the fields green again. But when it rains it pours. 

The heavens literally opened up and deluged us with water. Every 
river and tributary overflowed. In a matter of a few days we received 
more rain than had fallen during any comparable amount of time, more 
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— in many places than we had heretofore oftentimes received in a 
full year. 

The result was a flood so disastrous that even the upland farmer was 
forced to abandon his crop. The bottom-land farmer was forced to 
leave his farm and, in many cases, even his home. 

The floods resulted in damage to the land to a degree that exceeded 
even that of the drought. Thousands of acres of the best bottom land 
were left with a layer of silt and debris. Much upland was damaged. 
Crops and fences went down the river. Drainage ditches were clogged 


and conservation cover crops were either killed by being submer ged 
too long under water, or washed away. 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Mr. Chairman, just as soon as possible after thesedevastating floods, 
a survey was started to determine the amount of damage and what it 
would take to rehabilitate the land. However, we were unable to get 
it completed in time to present it to you for consideration in your reg- 
ular appropriation bill for the Department of Agriculture. There- 
fore, we come before you requesting a supplemental appropriation of 
$32, 500,000 to be used as emer gency conservation measures by the’ 
Agricultural Conservation Program Service to aid these people to 
reclaim and rehabilitate their land. 

I appreciate your having put into the record the letter from Mr. 
Peterson, He sets forth a compilation as of the date of the letter of the 
damages that had been made known. 

Now I am aware also that in many of the States the survey, as of the 
date of that letter, was not complete. On July 23, according to the 
Department of Agriculture, in the letter, the estimate of the damage to 
that time was $16,350,000. Since that letter was written more informa- 
tion has been received. The estimate of damage in Louisiana is 
$1,300,000; in Minnesota it is now $5 million; and in Kentucky the 
amount of damage estimate has been increased about $3 million. The! 
figures for Texas were incomplete, but a later estimate—and the latest 
that T have—is a minimum of $12 million for flood damage. Accord- 
ingly, we feel that the minimum amount should be $32,500,000 for this 
program. 

While I am not personally acquainted with the conditions in each of 
these States, I am sure that these figures are the minimum necessary to 
reclaim and restore the land for agricultural production. I am 
convinced that this is the situation in Oklahoma, 

The figure of $3,817,000 will greatly aid, but, of course, will not com- 
pletely do the job in my State. These figures represent 80 percent of 
the cost to partially repair the damage to the land by reason of the 
floods. And, as you have just said a moment ago, the farmers will pay 
the other 20 percent. 


CRITERIA OF ELIGIBILITY 


The criteria of eligibility that is proposed will be that stated in 
Public Law 85-58 Third Supplemental Act, 1957, which, as put in 
the letter to Senator Monroney, that you placed in the record; namely: 


* * * new conservation problems have been created which, (1) if not treated, 
will impair or endanger the land, (2) materially affect the productive capacity 
of the land, (3) represent damage which is unusual in character and, except for 

93207—57——_26 
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wind erosion, is not the type which would recur frequently in the same area, 
and (4) will be so costly to rehabilitate that Federal assistance is or will be 
required to return the land to productive agricultural use * * *. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully suggest that the committee give fa- 
vorable consideration to a request for $32,500,000 which I believe to be 
so urgently needed to restore the productivity of the land affected by 
these disastrous floods and tornadoes, and which I think, in reality, isa 
sound investment by the Government in the welfare of a great group 
of our people. 

FUNDS FOR ENTIRE COUNTRY 









































Senator Cuavez. May I ask Senator Kerr a question ? 

These $32 million that you speak of will take care of the damages 
done in the individual States that you have mentioned, or will it take 
care of the entire country ? 

Senator Kerr. Well, of course, as I understand it—and I would like 
for the chairman or Mr. Schafer to correct me if I am mistaken—the 
appropriation would be for the entire country. 

The estimates that have been brought in from the States I have 
mentioned, and others which I did not mention, amount to the figures 
that I gave you. 

Chairman Haypen. The funds will be distributed without regard 
to the formula, so it can be handled. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. Mr. Chairman, I am on the schedule, but I 
have the revised figures from Texas, and it runs over $30 million for 
Texas based on the formula. 

Senator, this is based on the actual figures we received from them. It 
is $31,631,094 for the purposes of Senator Kerr’s statement. 

I do not want to make my statement out of order. That was a pre- 
liminary figure of $12 million at that time. This was based on the 
actual figure. 

Senator Kerr. That is correct. This was a preliminary figure given 
by the people there at the time. 

Senator Ex:tenper. Is anybody from the Agriculture Department 
here to give us the latest figures ? 

. Chairman Haypen. Mr. Scott, who is on his way, will present those 
gures. 
“Senator Excenver. He will appear a little later on. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Monroney, we will be glad to hear 

from you. 


SOIL CONSERVATION MEASURES 





STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


DAMAGE TO SOIL CONSERVATION STRUCTURES AND LAND 





Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman and members of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, I appreciate the opportunity given the Senators from 
those States which have been so hard hit by devastating floods this 
spring and summer. 

In connection with the total damage to soil conservation structures 
and land which would be covered by emergency disaster appropria- 
tions the figure of $16 million that I received from Assistant Secre- 
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— Peterson was actually a total for only 6 States, and there are some 
18 States adversely affected. Such States as Texas, with huge damage, 
were not even included. Estimates for other States were sent in by 
reliable farm organizations, soil conservation experts, or governors’ 
commissions, and figured many, many times greater than the estimates 
the Department of Agriculture was receiving from the representatives 
of the Soil Conservation Service in the State. 

At one time, we were quoted a figure under $1 million. We checked 
it, because it was so completely absurd, and were told that would have 
been Oklahoma’s share if there were only $3 million remaining in the 
total national fund. You can see from Agriculture’s figures, which 
were revised so often, that they bear little semblance to the facts as 
reported by the governors, the State departments of agriculture and 
the farm organizations in the State. 

Seventy-three of Oklahoma’s seventy-seven counties suffered a se- 
ries of disastrous floods which lasted nearly 3 months. There was 
not a major watershed in the State which was not hit by floods and 
cloudbursts. Ten lives were lost and thousands of homes were flood- 
ed. Two entire towns had to be evacuated. Water damage to our 
highways has been estimated at from $16 million to $20 million. 
Livestock were drowned and thousands of acres were submerged. 
Standing wheat and hay were laid flat by winds and rain, then cov- 
ered by sand or mud. 


EXTENT OF FLOOD 


The extent of the flood can perhaps be illustrated by the measure of 
flood flow out of Oklahoma made by the Arkansas Basin Development 
Association. 

From April 1 through June 27 the Arkansas River carried 31.3 
million acre-feet of water out of the State. That is nearly 10 million 
more feet than normally pass that point in an entire year, and 12 mil- 
lion acre-feet more than the flow in the devastating 1943 flood. The 
1943 flood lasted about a month. The recent floods lasted nearly 3 
months. 

In 1943, Grand River floods produced slightly more than 4 million 
acre-feet of water. The Grand carried 6 million acre-feet during 
this year’s floods. 

The story on the Red River is the same. It usually takes a year 
for 14,270,000 acre-feet to flow from Oklahoma past Fulton, Ark. 
The Red River carried 17 million cubic feet during this year’s floods. 

This spring’s heavy rains followed our five record-breaking years 
of drought. Every county in the State was already on the disaster 
list, with almost all our best farmers mortgaged to the hilt. 

Despite the worst floods in our history, all the Department of 
Agriculture offered, other than some feed, was more emergency loans. 
Unfortunately, a loan does not have very much fascination or utility 
for a man who already has borrowed on his home, borrowed on his 
machinery, borrowed on his car, borrowed on his livestock and his 
crops. 

apie with the senior Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Kerr, and 
Senators from other States which suffered flood damages, I have im- 
plored the Secretary of Agriculture and his aids to use authority 
which I believe the Department has to make available seed, fuel, and 
fertilizer to help keep farmers on the farm rather than on relief. 
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The answer was “No.” 
I was cosponsor of a bill to open up the soil bank so acres which 
were so effectively taken out of production by the floods could be 
included to provide some cash income. The Department’s adverse 
report on the legislation doomed that avenue of assistance also. 

We have continued to urge Secretary Benson to relax policies 
which are resulting in many forced sales. 

At a recent Oklahoma meeting of farmers, one capable man re- 
marked that he would have to go back to his old job—a very good 
one—in a cotton gin. 

“In 7 years of farming, I have parlayed $50,000 down to exactly 
zero,” he remarked. 

“You’re lucky,” two of his companions rejoined. “We're lifetime 
farmers. We'll have to try to get jobs on the road.” 

Certainly, gentlemen, you will agree with me that the able farm- 
ers, skilled and experienced, should not be lost to farming because 
of an unusual series of rare natural calamities. 

Surely, too, you would agree that the Nation should not permit 
its valuable and fertile bottom Jands in my own and other States to 
be lost to production because of these record floods. 


LAND COVERED BY SILT, MUCK, MUD, AND SAND 





Thousands of acres have been covered by silt, muck, mud, sand, 
and flood-carried refuse, making restoration of these acres impossible 
for the average farmer unless aided by the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

I understand that the Department has not asked for special funds to 
undertake this badly needed conservation program, although the Ok- 
lahoma disaster committee has outlined a need amounting to many mil- 
lions, and the figures I have seen from other States indicate that 
$32,500,000 is the minimum required throughout the country. I urge 
that this committee recommend a supplemental disaster appropriation 
of at least this amount for use as the Government’s 80 percent of soil- 
conservation funds which the farmers will supplement. 


FARMERS’ NEED FOR EMERGENCY HELP 





Please understand that the farmers, in Oklahoma and elsewhere, 
have not sat around waiting for help. They have already done what 
they could do alone in repairing fences, burning stumps, and remov- 
ing driftwood. But the farmers need emergency help in power 
equipment, graders, ditchers, and surveying crews if tens of thousands 
of acres are to be restored to cultivation. I hope we will not let the 
great gains in soil conservation made over a period of many years be 
lost in one. They will be lost in flooded areas if repairs and recondi- 
tioning of land are not done now. 

Without an emergency program, farmers in flooded areas will find 
most of their finest land unavailable for planting next year’s crops 
because of heavy siltation. Sometimes this crust measures 3 feet in 
thickness. It must be deep plowed or scraped if these fields are to be 
used. In other cases, it must be given soil-conservation treatment for 2 
year or two because the heavy crust of sun-baked muck defies cultiva- 
tion. This program has been utilized repeatedly to help restore flooded 
farmlands to use through rebuilding soil-conservation systems. 
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I am informed by the Department that in almost every major flood 
they ask for soil-conservation funds. They asked for ini for soil 
conservation in Missouri. This year, because of some unknown reason, 
they are not asking for money necessary to repair the damage which 
they admit exists. 

Without this appropriation, we will see miles of carefully built ter- 
races and runoff structures, which were washed out by torrential rains, 
left without repair, and further damage will occur. We need these 
systems which, with normal rainfall, hold the water where it falls 
and the soil where it belongs. 


I understand that several States have similar disaster problems in 
greater or lesser degree. 

As you assess the damage throughout the country, I believe you 
will find that $32,500,000 is a bare minimum. In an earlier communi- 
cation with this committee, I enclosed a report from Mr. E. L. Peter- 
son, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, estimating the need for Gov- 
ernment assistance on an 80-20 basis in 6 States only at $16 million, 
with no figures included for nearly a dozen other States affected. In 


that estimate, Oklahoma’s figure was listed at $3,817,000, on the basis 
of a total cost of $4,771,250. 


BREAKDOWN OF DAMAGE COSTS IN OKLAHOMA 


I have the breakdown of that total in a telegram from Thomas 
Brett, Oklahoma director of civil defense, outlining the damage to 
farmland as tabulated by the Oklahoma USDA Disaster Committee 
on June 20, 1957. 

I wish to submit a photostat copy of that telegram. 

Chairman Haypen. That may be done. 

(The telegram referred to follows :) 


OKLAHOMA City, OKLA., July 24, 1957. 
Senator MrKE MonrRONeEY, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Reply your telegram. Information provided State Agriculture Disaster Com- 
mittee, based on reports from 73 counties: 
Farmland covered by floodwaters: 














Acres 

Oroplaw@. 13650 2h te ee era ee eke. 1, 252, 190 
Permanent pasturelasdss sellin ewsb noone 835, 580 

Estimate, Esti- 
Type damage Reported adjusted Estimated unit cost ~o - 
al cos 
Farmland damage, potholes, ete._..| 605,000 acres_...| 90,000 acres... .. $10-$50 per acre....... $2, 500, 000 
Farmland damage by debris de- | 251,000 acres_.._| 251,000 acres....| $2 per acre..........-- 502, 000 
posit. 
Damage to waterways..........-...| 4,180 acres _..._} 4,180...........| $20 per acre. -.......... 83, 600 
Damage to drainage ditches_-_------ 1,996,000 linear a linear a per 100 linear 9, 950 
feet. eet. eet. 
Fences damaged or destroyed - ..--- | 2,700,000 rods_..| 2,700,000 rods_..| 70 — to $1.50 per 1, 000, 000 
rod. 
1 
Conservation crops destroyed: 

BT I oi aa a mr dhs oo dinisincreeigs Ebsaipeassie we ecegienanen sacle aap oa xe dace at esl damtiaraioae 132, 000 
Berices epeder, QOTOS. . . .. on ha cesceecs denstenngeghodbancd shbpi be wee aetpenyRoddiae deed 3, 400 
I CIE inte ttsrindis cen denoapanilint cenpeuiieimcaie-dnicatitinia sacha apatieeneespadiamtasiraet $675, 000 
Total estimated cost._......--- En tl abe SIE Fash erat lee alee ncn wala doth. Diohes denen aati $4, 770, 000 


Adjustment felt justified because reports indicated some repetition in particu- 
lar phases. Total cost considered cost sharing. Funds used to do what farmer 
cannot do himself. Total estimate considered most conservative. 

Tom Brett, State Director. 
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ACREAGE COVERED BY FLOODWATERS 


Senator Monroney. Incidentally, it shows that 1,200,000 acres of 
cropland was covered by floodwaters, and 835,000 acres of pastureland. 
It shows that farmland damages that will have to be repaired will 
be over 605,000. Debris removal will include 251,000 acres. And 
nearly 2 million linear feet of drainage ditches will have to be re- 
paired. 

Conservation crops destroyed include alfalfa, 132,000 acres; sericea 
lespedeza, 3,400 acres. 

A more recent check in the State, independent of the Department of 
Agriculture, confirms this original estimate of our county committees. 


TOTAL COST OF CORRECTING CONSERVATION DAMAGE 


I believe that the total cost of correcting all conservation damage 
from the floods in Oklahoma will be at least $5 million, and that the 
3.8 million Federal disaster fund we ask is conservative—a mini- 
mum amount. 

Precious time also has been Jost. Our State office tells me that be- 
cause of the shortage of money in the Department, no full land restors 
tion program for Oklahoma flood damage has yet been prepared for 
approval by the Department here and by the county committees. 
Fortunately, some preliminary work has been done, and many farmers 
are ready with needed land easements when technicians and funds 
become available. It is a stark and grim picture facing Oklahoma. 
We would appreciate your help. 

Years of soil-conservation work by farmers will be lost if special 
disaster ACP funds are not included in the supplemental appropria- 
tion bill. 

Mr. Chairman, could I add that the Department originally asked 
for $25 million in their agricultural bill. That was partly for land 
erosion because of the terrible drought from which the Southwest 
and Northwest were suffering at that time. But the request also in- 
cluded work on flood damages. The weather changed just as the bill 
was before the House of Representatives. The wind erosion and 
drought ceased, and the floods began. Instead of $25 million, the 
request was reduced to $4 million and that is the way it went through. 

I questioned the distinguished chairman of the Agricultural Sub- 
committee, Mr. Russell, on the floor of the Senate. whether in supple- 
mental appropriation this could be considered. He stated that since 
the original request was made for drought relief and prevention of 
wind erosion, the committee felt it would be wrong to appropriate 
this for the floods although they were just then occurring. 

Of course, the total amount of this devastation could not be ascer- 
tained at that early date. 

We urge that it be appropriated now. 

There are those in the Department of Agriculture who believe that 
this is vitally needed. that they sre going in this year’s program with 
Congress in recess without an adequate fund. 

Tf you do not make this $32.5 million appropriation they will be 
virtually without funds for any kind of emergency that hits to last 
until Congress comes back in January. 
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This authorization for use of the fund is so broad that, if you do 
appropriate, it can be used not only for floods but drought and other 
natural disasters. 

Senator Tuyr. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Senator Monroney. I yield. 


FLOOD CONDITIONS IN WESTERN MINNESOTA 


Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, we suffered very much the same kind 
of a flood condition out in western Minnesota when the Minnesota 
River went over its banks, and it not only eroded but covered up a 
lot of good meadowland and crops with a heavy siltation. I fully 
appreciate exactly what the Senator is bringing to us, Mr. Chairman, 
from his area—Oklahoma. 

And, as one that has witnessed the flood damages out in Minnesota 
personally, I would say that you have my complete concurrence, and 
will have my support, and we will do everything that we can from at 
least this side of the table to bring about the necessary appropriations. 

Senator Monroney. I thank the distinguished Senator from Min- 


nesota. His State suffered greatly, just as we did and the same as 
Louisiana did. 


FLOOD DAMAGE IN LOUISIANA 


Senator Ex.enper. I wish to voice the same sentiments. We have 
had a lot of overflow water from the great State of Texas that floods 
us in Louisiana. Our rivers there overflow a great deal. There has 
been a lot of damage there, and, of course, all of us know about Hurri- 
cane Audrey. I personally visited that area about 5 weeks ago, and 
the damage there was awful. 

As the Senator knows, that area is mostly a rice section, and many 
of the streams that carry water to this area were clogged. Of course, 
the sediment coming from that tidal wave was a great deal more than 
expected. 

A good deal of money could be well spent there in order to put the 
land back to its proper cultivation. 

Senator Monroney. I certainly agree with the Senator. We un- 
willingly dumped a lot of water on Louisiana. 

Senator Ertenper. We are not complaining about that now. 

Senator Monronry. I do know that both the north and south of 
Louisiana were hit, that every river valley was hit. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, under ordinary circumstances conserva- 
tion funds for new work are appropriated on a 50-50 basis. ‘The 
restoration of soil-conservation structures which farmers have built 
up over a 5- and 10-year program to hold the water where it falls and 
keep the soil on the land, makes necessary emergency relief on an 
80-20 basis. To expect the farmers who lost so much—their livestock, 
crops, in many cases homes and farm buildings—to go in and restore 
the soil, either at their sole expense or on a 50-50 basis, is expecting 
the impossible. 

We can save vears of idleness to this land, some of which may never 
be reclaimed, by making a wise appropriation at this time and per- 
mitting the Department of Agriculture and Soil Conservation Service, 
which has demonstrated again and again to the satisfaction of the 
Senate that they are frugal and they do not throw their money around, 
to allocate this money under the programs as they find it necessary. 
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We are saying you do not have to spend $32,500,000, although that 
would be the amount appropriated. Then they spend what is needed 
of that to restore the land to its cultivatable condition. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. We will be glad to hear from Senator Yar- 
borough. 


SOIL CONSERVATION MEASURES 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH YARBOROUGH, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


UNIQUE NATURE OF TEXAS DISASTERS 


Senator Yarsoroues. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I want to endorse what Senators Kerr and Monroney have said be- 
cause parts of it so aptly describe the conditions in my home State ex- 
cept for the amount of damage that they give. Of course, that is totally 
inadequate. 

Texas in the last few years has undergone two such opposite disas- 
ters as to be unique in memory, in the memory of any living people 
og and unique in the records of any weather records we have ever 

ad. 

The Texas farmer’s plight might be compared to the man dying of 
thirst on a desert. When the man, who has somehow managed to keep 
up his courage, has crawled across the hot sands and he finally sights a 
body of water. At the moment of his jubilation a gigantic tidal wave 
sweeps him away to sea. 


WORST DROUGHT IN TEXAS HISTORY 


The first disaster suffered by the Texas farmer was the worst drought 
in Texas history. 

The distinguished chairman and the distinguished senior Senator 
from New Mexico, being from the Southwest, are familiar with the 
unusual conditions there. 

A counting from the rings of the trees built into the Indian pueblos, 
by comparison this is the worst disaster in the last 400 or 500 years. 

Chairman Haypen. According to the rings in the trees, in my State 
we had the worst drought in 600 years. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. That is the situation in the western part of 
Texas. 


Senator Cuavez. It has been so dry they were selling drinking water 
in Dallas. 

Senator YarsoroucuH. Yes, they had to sell drinking water as 
far east.as Dallas. 

That drought, lasting 7 years, was slow torture to the farmer. For 
7 years he would search the skies in hope of some cloud, even a small 
one. He watched his water tanks dry up and he knew he had no water 
for his cattle. He was forced to sell at any price. He watched his 
grass dry up. He planted his crops over and over. Each time the crops 
merely withered in the parched, cracked land or failed to come up 
atall. 
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REPORT TO PRESIDENT EISENHOWER 


In a report prepared for President Eisenhower during his inspec- 
tion of the drought areas last January, Dr. Tyrus R. Timm, head of 
the department of agricultural economics and sociology at Texas A. 
and M. College, said this was the worst drought in Texas history in 
terms of “financial losses, necessary human adjustments, and deteriora- 
tion of physical resources.” 


94 PERCENT OF TEXAS COUNTIES DISASTER AREAS 


The United States Department of Agriculture classified 94 percent 
of the Texas counties—that was 244 of the 254—as disaster counties. 
Large areas of the State did not have a single year of normal rainfall 
from 1950 to 1957. Many farmers on the high and rolling plains and 
the Edwards Plateau, that the chairman and the distinguished senior 
Senator from New Mexico are familiar with, and I think the Senator 
from Louisiana has been over in that country, too—up on the high 
plains and the Edwards Plateau they prepared their land and planted 

‘seed 3 consecutive years without harvesting any kind of crop at all. 
Many ranchmen in the same areas fed supplemental rations to their 
breeding herds almost the year round since 1951. 

The carrying capacity of most of the rangeland was seriously de- 
pleted. 

All 20 major rainfall-reporting stations in Texas during this period 
showed 20 to 88 percent below normal rainfall. 

A study conducted on the Edwards Plateau of the files of 45 mem- 
bers of the Texas Production Credit Association showed that be- 
tween the fall of 1950 and the spring of 1954 ranchmen lost 38 percent 
of their net worth. 


MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AWAY FROM FARMS 


Literally thousands of Texas farms and ranch people were forced 
to the wall. In Mills County, for example—and that is not in the 
far west; not far from Austin—1,000 of the 6,000 farm people left 
the farms and left agriculture. From 1951 to 1952 the movement 
from farms of 80,000 persons annually was considered normal in 
Texas. And during 1953 and 1954 Texans left their farms at an 
annual rate of 160,000 people a year in that State alone. 

By 1955 the wind erosion—and the heartbreak of economic collapse 
that went with it—was just one of the consequences of the drought. 
When the crops failed for the second and third consecutive years, all 
protective stubble disappeared. Nothing was left to hold the loose, 
dry soil in place in these cultivated fields, and the fields started to 
blow, and many did blow away. 

The cattleman, the sheep raiser, the cotton and wheat farmer—in 
short, every person connected with agriculture—lost tremendous 
amounts of money. 

And, since agriculture is the backbone of the Texas economy, every 
person in Texas suffered. 

Perhaps no one can estimate with any accuracy the untold amount 
of damage done by the drought. Responsible officials have said that 
it runs into the millions. 








408 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


FLOODS IN SPRING OF 1957 





In late spring and early summer rain began to fall in Texas this 
year, 1957. And, at first, the rain was thought to have relieved them, 
but, unfortunately, the farmer’s problems just started. 

We had floods then, and it inundated great portions of Texas from 
the edge of the Edwards Plateau on to the gulf. 

It rained 70 days, and quit, and we have not had a drop of rain since. 
In that period of 70 days the total damage to crops, seeds, and labor 
was estimated by John C. White, Texas Agricultural Commissioner, 
as $34,536,728. 

Senator Tuyr. Senator, you do not mind the interruption ? 

The drought was terrible, but floods compounded the drought sit- 
uation. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. And the farmer is today without the crop, but with 
much eroded land. Some of it will have to be rehabilitated either by 
scraping or deplowing. But he is possibly the worse off than he has 
ever been. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. And I was born on the prairies of the Dakotas, and 
my parents suffered about 20 years of no crop, and they finally left 
with a flock of small children and headed back to Minnesota. 

I can very well appreciate what it is like to go on for year after 
year without a crop because it is part of my youth’s memories. 

Senator YarsoroucH. I am appreciative of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota’s statement. I did not realize he lived that far 
west and knows the problems of the high plains with that great under- 
standing. We appreciate that from the distinguished Senator of 
Minnesota. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I would like to just complete the remainder 
oi my statement. 

VALUE OF FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 





We think it is interesting to note the fact that officials say the flood 
damage in Texas would have been $106.3 million greater had it not 
been for a number of flood-control projects recently completed. The 
total of these projects was $121 million. In other words, these proj- 
ects almost paid for themselves in this 1 year. 

One of the tragic results of the floods is this fact: Despite the fan- 
tastic amount, the rainfall was of the wrong kind for breaking the 
drought. 

On July 30 of this year Mr. Timm reports that economic drought 
sears are not erased by these floods. Furthermore, the lack of rain 
and near 100° temperatures have accelerated the drought problem 
during the last 2 weeks. The situation could become very serious if 
rains fail to fall rather generally during August. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR DAMAGE TO LAND 


It is my understanding that the supplemental appropriations being 
considered are solely for damage to the land, and do not inelude 
crop damage, and not the buildings either, but just the land itself, 
covered by soil-conservation practices. 
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Am I correct in my understanding of that ? 

Chairman Haypen. That is correct. 

Senator YarsoroucH. I just mention, in passing, this enormous 
damage that I was mentioning there to crops. I placed in the record 
not long ago an estimate of the Corps of Army Engineers and the Fed- 
eral relief agencies in Texas, that there was $24 million crop damage 
by the floods. But I have here a statement to the chairman of the 
committee. 

Based on surveys made by the Texas Department of Agriculture— 
and we asked for their actual statistics—their actual statistics show 
1,971,849 acres of land meeting the requirements of the present laws on 
permanent damage to the land by the recent floods. That is to the 
acreage; not to crops; not to cattle and not to the houses. 

And we figure that at an anticipated assistance level of $6 an acre, 


this program would require appropriations on that figure of $11,- 
831,094. 


WIND EROSION CONSERVATION PROBLEM 


Now the 7-year drought created a wind erosion conservation prob- 
lem on 3 million acres of cropland and 300,000 acres of pastureland. 

At the anticipated assistance level of $6 an acre, that would be 
$19,800,000, and the total of the 2 for the floods and the drought would 
be $31,631,094. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that figure of 3,300,000 acres of land for wind 
erosion embraces only the land where it has actually blown away. 

The total area of Texas is 170 million acres of land, and, out of all 
that, 244 counties that are put on a disaster basis, we have in this a 
modest figure because it actually includes only a little over 5 million 
acres out of a total area of 170 million acres where the land has either 
blown away or washed away. 

I stress that to show how modest the estimate is by the Texas Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. It only included about 5,200,000 acres out of a 
total area of 170 million acres. 

Of course, if this anticipated assistance level went down lower than 
$6 an acre, our figures would decline. We have actual acreage and it 
is based on an anticipated level. 

T would like to file these statements with the chairman showing those 
figures. 

We have 141 million acres of agricultural land out of our total 
area of 170 million acres. A great percentage of that suffered dam- 
age from this drought, but it did not blow away, and we have not 
included any of that land that is damaged greatly. but it is still there. 

Chairman Haypen. The information may be filed with the com- 
mittee. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
August 10, 1957. 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: Texas has had two separate areas of agricultural land 
qualifying for assistance under the supplemental appropriations act. One area 
qualifies under the wind-erosion provision and the other qualifies under the 
flood provision. It should be pointed out that the wind-erosion damage was cen- 
tered in the areas of the Edwards Plateau and the rolling plains of west Texas 





410 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


while the flood damage was sustained in north, central,.and south Texas. For 
this reason there is no overlap in the acreage affected by the two types of disasters. 

The Texas Department of Agriculture informs me that there are 1,971,849 acres 
of Texas land meeting the requirements of the act because of recent disastrous 
floods. At an anticipated assistance level of $6 an acre this program would re- 
quire appropriations of $11,831,094. 

In addition, the 7-year drought created a wind-erosion conservation problem on 
3 million acres of cropland and 300,000 acres of pastureland. This would require 
$19,800,000 in appropriations for this wind-erosion damage. This figure includes 
only the land damaged by erosion. It does not include the many millions of addi- 
tional acres which have been severely damaged by the drought but which have 
not started to blow as yet. The State of Texas has 141 million acres of agricul- 
tural land and a great percentage of this acreage has sustained drought damage. 

The total appropriations urgently needed to cover the types of damages clearly 
under the law to save the erosion and flooded areas of Texas amounts to $31,- 
631,094. 

Sincerely yours, 
RatpH YARBOROUGH. 


Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Dworsnak. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Chairman Haypen. This is Mr. Scott from the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Mr. Scott, We will be glad to hear from you. 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SERVICES 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH L. SCOTT, DIRECTOR 


FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR EMERGENCY WORK 


Mr. Scorr. Mr. Chairman, would you like to have me indicate the 


amount of funds that we have remaining for this emergency work ? 

Chairman Haypen. I think that should be in the record. 

Senator Ettenper. Will you be specific. We have a special program 
for wind erosion, do we not, in contrast to what we are asking for now? 

Mr. Scorr. Senator, the data I am about to give you relates to Public 
Law 85-58 passed by this session of Congress ed approved June 21, 
1957. Under emergency conservation measures it states: 

For an additional amount to enable to Secretary to make payments to farmers 
who carry out emergency measures to control wind erosions on farmland or to 
rehabilitate farmland damaged by wind erosion, floods, hurricanes, or other 
natural disasters when, as a result of the foregoing, new conservation problems 
have been created— 

So it is a broad authorization. 

Senator Exrenver. That is in the act. 

Mr. Scorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Exrtenper. We are considering now the supplemental bill. 

Mr. Scorr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Extenper. And I wish you would tell us if there is any 
money on hand now that would take care of the situation we are trying 
to take care of under this new language. 

Mr. Scorr. All right. 

This act that I have just referred to appropriated $4 million. We 
were obliged and authorized to repay to the President’s disaster relief 
fund for advances that had been made from that fund for these pur- 
poses, $930,800. That left us a net amount of $3,069,200 to carry out 
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new practices, Of that sum there has already been allocated $400,000 
for purposes which come within the authorization. 

So we have at this time an uncommitted balance of $2,669,200 to as- 
sist in carrying out emergency practices, 

Senator Ex.enper. That is wind erosion ? 

Mr. Scorr. It would be for everything. 

Senator Ettenper. I know that, if this bill is enacted. 

Mr. Scorr. Senator, I believe I am correct in understanding that 
this sum may be used to take care of these unusual new conservation 
problems that occured in the flooded areas and in the wind-eroded 
areas. 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY FOR ACTION 


Senator Extenver. At this point would you put in the record your 
authority for that. 


Mr. Scorr. We will be glad to; yes, sir. 

Senator ELienper. I believe what you read from is the supplemental 
bill; is it not? 

Mr. Scorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator E.tenper. So that is the authority we are trying to give you 


and under which you would be able to use this sum you have left over. 
Mr. Scorr. That is right. 


Senator Extenper. And we are asking for something additional, 
of course. 
Mr. Scorr. Yes. 


(The information referred to follows :) 
Pustic Law 85-58 
85rH Coneress. H. R. 7221 
June 21, 1957 


AN ACT Making supplemental aprepaiotions for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1957, and 
or other purposes 


AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 


EMERGENCY CONSERVATION MEASURES 


For an additional amount to enable the Secretary to make payments to farmers 
who carry out emergency measures to control wind erosion on farmlands or to 
rehabilitate farmlands damaged by wind erosion, floods, hurricanes, or other 
natural disasters when, as a result of the foregoing, new conservation problems 
have been created which, (1) if not treated, will impair or endanger the land, (2) 
materially affect the productive capacity of the land, (3) represent damage which 
is unusual in character and, except for wind erosion, is not the type which would 
recur frequently in the same area, and (4) will be so costly to rehabilitate that 
Federal assistance is or will be required to return the land to productive agricul- 
tural use, and for reimbursement to the appropriation to the President for “‘Dis- 
aster relief’, for allocations to the Secretary of Agriculture for such purposes, 
$4,000,000, to remain available through June 30, 1958: Provided, That this 
appropriation may be expended without regard to the adjustments required under 
section 8 (e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended 
(16 U. S. C. 590h), and may be distributed among States and individual farmers 
without regard to other provisions of law. 


FUNDS AVAILABLE UNDER DROUGHT RELIEF PROGRAM 


Chairman Haypen. You placed in the record the law itself, with these 
broad terms. Now you have stated how much Congress has appro- 
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priated in accordance with that law and how much you have left. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes. 

Senator Horttanp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
also how much he has available under the drought-relief program 
which we approved earlier this year and which applies to pastureland 
in all the drought-stricken areas. 

Mr. Scorr. Under the disaster loan revolving fund, Senator—I be- 
lieve that is the authority you referred to—the Congress appropriated 
$11,500,000. Of that sum we were obliged to repay to the President’s 
disaster relief fund $8,599,421. So we have a balance on hand for the 
purposes of that act of $2,900,579 at this time. 

Chairman Haypren. That law, as I understand it, is confined to 
feed and seed assistance. 

Senator Hottanp. No. I refer to the grazing authority on the 
pasturelands, Mr. Chairman, in the drought-stricken areas where 
grazing is the principal business. We passed that bill early this 
spring and made a sizable appropriation earlier. 

My understanding is that that fund has not been broached upon 
very much, though Mr. Scott. is telling us now that they transferred 
$8 million of it into the emergency fund. Of course, it is usable for 
that purpose out of the emergency fund also, as I understand it. 

Is that right, Mr. Scott? 

Mr. Scorr. Senator, I may have not responded directly to your 
question. I was referring to the amount that has been authorized for 
use, of our disaster loan revolving fund, and I believe, as the chair- 
man has indicated, it is limited to the feed and seed programs. 

Senator Hotztanp. That is the feed and seed. Now what about 
the drought relief? 

Mr. Scorr. For grazing? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. My recollection is that the Senate provided 
some money, and the House did not agree to it. 

Mr. Scorr. That is my understanding, Senator. There has been 
no appropriation made for deferred grazing. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean, after we authorized a deferred graz- 
ing program at a cost of— What wasit? $15 million the first year? 

Mr.Scorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. We put it in the bill here. Was that cut out in 
conference ? 

Mr. Scorr. There has been no appropriation, I am quite sure, for 
that purpose, Senator. 

Senator Hottanp. That clears up the record. 

In other words, the loss of that amount in conference prevents the 
deferred grazing program from being effected to cover a large part of 
the acreage that we are talking about now, acreage that was hurt by 
drought and now washed by floods, but, in either case, needs to be given 
a chance to regain its grass characteristic. It is going to take some 
years to do it. 

Mr. Scorr. Senator, in the absence of a special emergency appropri- 
ation, the Secretary directed that, under the regular soil conservation 
appropriation, the regular funds, there should be a practice of de- 
ferred grazing which would go as far as the local and State people 
feel they could use in their particular areas. So there is that practice. 
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It is available for, I should say, limited purposes along the lines of 
the emergency bill which you referred to. 


Senator Hortanp. Are you telling us now that is the appropriation 
made under the deferred grazing bill? 
Mr. Scorr. That is correct, sir. 


Senator Hotianp. No request now appears before the committee on 


this supplemental hearing for appropriation under that particular 
program. 


Mr. Scorr. The Department has not asked for—— 


Senator Hotianp. But, instead, is trying to include that within its 
normal soil conservation rogram. 
Mr. Scorr. That is right, sir. 


DEFERRED GRAZING ACT 


Chairman Haypven. I think, for the record, I will insert at this 
point, a letter that I wrote on August 8 to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture with respect to the deferred grazing program that we have been 
talking about, and his reply thereto. That clears up the fact that we 
did not get any money for those purposes. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


Aveust 8, 1957. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr BENSON, 


Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: This letter is written to secure the policy and plans of 
the Department with reference to the Deferred Grazing Act (Public Law 85-25). 

Pursuant to revised budget estimate contained in Senate Document 36, H. R. 
7221, the third supplemental appropriation bill, 1957, by Senate amendment (3) 
provided language for $25 million under the head of “Emergency range conser- 
vation.” In conference with the House the Senate receded, and the report of the 
House managers contained the following statement: “The funds for this purpose 
were not agreed to since policies and procedures have not yet been worked out to 
insure that the money expended will result in the improvement or protection of 
cover on the land as contemplated by law.” 

On June 25 Senator Lyndon Johnson, a member of the committee provided me 
with a copy of your letter to him together with an outline statement of the prin- 
cipal policies and procedures that you proposed to follow when funds become 
available for the deferred grazing program. The language proposed in Senate 
Doeument 36 expired on June 30, 1957, so there is no budget estimate before this 
committee. 

Will you kindly advise me as to specific plans of the Department to initiate a 
deferred grazing program during fiscal year 1958, together with the plans you 
have for submitting a budget estimate for consideration by the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Cart Hayven, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, August 9, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: We have your letter of August 8 addressed to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson, concerning appropriations for de- 
ferred grazing pursuant to Public Law 85-25. 

H. R. 7221, the third supplemental appropriation bill, 1957, contained language 
providing for $25 million under the head of “Emergency range conservation” 
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written into the bill by Senate amendment. When this legislation went to con- 
ference the Senate receded from this item and it was deleted. 

The Department of Agriculture has carefully reviewed the situation that led 
up to the enactment of the Deferred Grazing Act and the proposal for an appro- 
priation. The drought affecting western ranges that caused the Congress to draft 
the legislation and caused them to consider an appropriation of $25 million has 
materially changed. Extended rains have occurred all the range country with 
the exception of a small area in west Texas and southern New Mexico. The 
grass and forage has revived to an extent that seemed impossible late last winter. 
Following is a quotation from the weekly Weather Crop Bulletin of August 5, 
1957, of the United States Department of Commerce, Weather Bureau: “Live- 
stock pastures and ranges are mostly in good condition in the Far West * * *, 
Recent rains have improved range conditions in Arizona and western and north- 
ern New Mexico, and cattle and sheep are gaining weight rapidly in the latter 
States where the rains have provided good grazing.” This situation generally 
prevails throughout the range States. 

In view of the very material improvement in range conditions, the Department 
does not now feel that an emergency appropriation for deferred grazing is nec- 
essary. Under the agricultural conservation program deferred grazing can be 
carried out in those areas in the West where it is needed. A general practice for 
‘permitting deferred grazing will be included in the 1958 program of the Agricul- 
tural Conservation Program Service. It is the thinking of the Department that 
this will meet the needs in those areas where deferred grazing may be found 
to be necessary to conserve soil and forage resources and that, therefore, addi- 
tional appropriations will not be necessary. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, 
Acting Secretary. 


DAMAGE DUE TO HURRICANES AND FLOODS 


Chairman Haypen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Ertenper. There has been testimony offered here this morn- 
ing indicating that the damage, according to the Department, is $16.3 
million, and that amount would be necessary in order to restore the 
lands that have been affected due to hurricanes and floods and so forth. 

Now have you any more recent figures than the one referred to? 
And, as you may recall, Senator Kerr appeared here this morning 
and testified, as well as Senators Yarborough and Monroney, that a 
minimum of $32.5 million would be necessary in order to carry out the 
soil conservation practices to put the land back the way it was before 
these floods occurred. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exrenver. If you have any figures in addition to those 
given, if you desire to correct them, I wish + you would, and it might be 
an appropriate time to do it. You might give it for my State if you 
have it by the States. 


STATUS OF REPORTS ON FLOOD DAMAGE 


Mr. Scorr. Senator, we have a report here which summarizes the 
estimates that have to date been received from the States that have 
been hard hit by these floods, and, in one instance, the drought prob- 
lem. And there are other States which have been affected by these 
flooding conditions that have not yet submitted their figures. 

These estimates are from Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massa- 
chusetts, Missouri, and Oklahoma, those being the only States that 
have so far submitted such estimates. 
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Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Scott, has Louisiana reported 
from the hurricane damages ¢ 

Mr. Soorr. Yes, sir, from the one—— 

Senator Extenper. Audrey. 

Mr. Scorr. Audrey, yes, sir. On the others it did not. It is only 
a preliminary report. It is not intended, Senator, to be final. 

Senator Ture. You did not make mention of Minnesota either. 

Mr. Scorr. We have no report of this nature from any of the other 
States. We know they are working up such reports in several States. 
They have all been furnished the form and the criteria set out in this 
appropriation Act, Public Law 85-58, which I referred to earlier. So 
they have the form. They are working on it. 

Senator ELLenper. When was that sent out? 

Mr. Scorr. July 9. 

Senator Exvenper. I wonder if you would make an effort to get up 
the latest report in order for us to have the figures before this supple- 
mental bill is marked up. 

Mr. Scorr. The figures, Senator, that I am giving, that I am re- 
ferring to here, include all reports from States that have been received 
right up to this date, up to Friday evening. 


DENIAL OF RELIEF TO MASSACHUSETTS AND MARYLAND 


Senator Cuavez. Do you have Massachusetts and Maryland? 

Mr. Scorr. We have Massachusetts only. 

Senator Cuavez. I read in the paper here only last week that the 
President had turned them down on the matter of qualifying for dis- 
aster relief. 

Mr. Scorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Now should the President not be advised as to 
whether they were qualified under the law and are eligible for part of 
those appropriations, why did he turn them down if you are trying 
to make a case for them now? 

Mr. Scorr. Senator, the President, turned them down on a finding 
that these drought conditions, while they are very acute and severe, 
in the judgment of the President, do not at this particular time meet 
the minimum requirements for designations under, Publie Law 875 of 
the 8ist Congress. 

And, as to the other part of your question, I was just referring to 
the reports that have been received, and not meaning to try to make 
a case for any of them. 


ESTIMATED TOTAL DAMAGE 


Of these six States that I referred to and as I want to again say, 
we know there are other reports coming in—the estimated total cost 
as compiled by these States’ people is $20,827,000. 

We ask them this question : : 

What portion of this damage do you think will be undertaken for 
correction during the year 1957 a 

That resulted in some percentage figures from each of these States, 
the weighted average being about 39 percent of the total damage that 
they thought would be corrected. And they took into account, we un- 

93207—57——27 
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derstand, the fact that the farmers who have suffered this damage will 
need to put up a part of the cost as has already been brought out in 
testimony, this being a cost-sharing arrangement. 


TOTAL COST OF 1957 WORK 


Now the total cost of 1957 work, which these committees in these six 
States have estimated would be undertaken would be $8,037,000. These 
same committees estimated that the amount of help which the farmers 
could provide would be $2,008,000 of that sum. They estimated for 
the 6 States that they could use from regular appropriated conserva- 
tion funds $343,000, and what they termed an additional amount 
needed for this type ‘of work during 1957 of $4,266,000. 

I should say I believe that these figures and estimates are being 
considered further by the State people and by the agency people who 
have the responsibility of administering this program not only in these 
States but in the others. They are working together on this. 

At this particular time we do not have, and I believe the States have 
not yet firmed up the figure to the extent that they perhaps expect to be 
able to a little later. It appears that some of these esimates have taken 
into account the provisos in this law 

Senator Erirenper. You mean in the act before us. 

Mr. Scorrt. Yes. 

Senator Ettenper. The supplemental appropriations. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes. There has been some scaling back in 1 or 2 in- 
stances when they read the limitation, which this act places on ra use 
of funds. So these are the best figures we have. They are incomplete 
so far as all of the States are concerned which have had these bad 
disasters, and they are yet under study in the States and in the agency. 


MAXIMUM FUNDS NEEDED 


Senator Ture. Mr. Secretary, what would you say would be the 
maximum that would be needed ? 

Senator Etrenver. Senator Thye, in that connection I was going 
to ask him why has he limited his question there to 1957. 1958 is 
coming along. We appropriate here, as you know, on:a fiscal basis. 

Senator Ture. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exrenper. And the figures he gave were what would be 
spent this year. 

Senator Trrrr. Yes. That isthe reason for my mention of the maxi- 
mum that would be needed. 

Senator Eitenper. There were only 6 months of the 1957 fiscal vear 
in calendar year 1957; and 6 months in calendar year 1958. Will you 
take that into consideration ? 

Senator Toyz. That is why I amtrying to get the maximum. 

Senator Errenver. Surely. 

Senator Tuyr. That is what we are going to be faced with when we 
justify to the full Appropriations Committee in the markup. We 
are going to have to be able to justify just exactly what you are going 
to need as a maximum. 

Mr. Scorr. The reason we limited it to 1957 was because of the very 
small amount of funds we had available. 
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Senator Tuysz. That is true. But project yourself now. That is 
what this committee is going to have to do when we are in the final 
markup. 

Mr. Scorr. That is right. 

Senator Toye. We are going to have to say that the Thepastandet is 
going to have to have so much money if we meet the needs and if we 
fulfill the provisions under this public law. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes. 

Senator Ture. And, for that reason, I think you ought to be able 
to at least make a guess as to what the maximum would be even though 
there are some States that have not reported. 

Mr. Scorr. For these States this first figure of $20 million 


FUNDS NEEDED IN LOUISIANA 


Senator ELLeNper. Let us take Louisiana, for instance. 
Mr. Scorr. Yes, sir. 
Senator Eitenper. It has been said $1,300,000 is needed now. How 

much do you have down there? 

Mr. Scorr. Are you asking me how much did they ask for of these 
emergency funds? 

They asked for $589,000 for flood, and a preliminary which is not 
a complete report on the hurri icane damage of only $134,000. Now that 
is an incomplete figure. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could have the witness provide the 
committee with an estimate of the needs not only for 1957 but, let us 
say, for the first 6 months in 1958; in other words, throughout fiscal 
year 1958. 

Mr. Scorr. All right. 

Senator Extenper. If you could give that by States and total 
amount we would appreciate it, and bear in mind, of course, the lan- 
guage in the supplemental. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeNnper. Give it to us as to what can be done under the 
present law and what is needed with the law as amended under the 
supplemental bill. 

r. Scorr. Yes, with these restrictions on the new—— 

Senator ELLENpER. We cannot go beyond that. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. That would have to be furnished mighty soon 
if we are to get out of here by August 24. 

Chairman Haypen. What would the possibility be of your communi- 
cating with the various State organizations that supply this informa- 
tion to you and ask them to get in here at the earliest pone moment 
at least a good guess of what they think will be needed ? 

Mr. Scorr. We can do that, Mr. Chairman, and, as I indicated 
earlier, the agency administering this program has been working with 
all of these States. Their estimates are underway out there, and we 
will move rapidly to make the best figure available for you. 
(The information requested appears beginning on p. 690.) 


DEFERRED-GRAZING PROGRAM 


Senator Horianp. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to go back into this 
deferred-grazing program. It seems to me the Department has 
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swapped directions almost in midair, and I think we ought to have an 
explanation of it. 

notice that in May, on the date of May 9, we received a supple- 
mental budget item for $25 million for the deferred-grazing program. 
We have put that in the bill for the third supplemental bill, and, as I 
understand it now, in conference the House refused to go along. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I find that in this letter received by you Sat- 
urday, the day before yesterday, from Mr. True Morse, Acting Secre- 
tary, it is stated here that, and I quote : . 

In view of the very material improvement in range conditions, the Department 

does not now feel that an emergency appropriation for deferred grazing is 
necessary. 
I Judge from that, Mr. Scott, in spite of the testimony given when we 
passed the deferred-grazing bill, given by the Department, that, in 
many instances, it would take a program of 2, 3, and sometimes even 
up to 5 years to even restore the grasses in part of the area, that the 
Department is now taking the position that no deferred-grazing pro- 
gram is necessary. Is that correct? 

Mr. Scorr. You have read the Department’s official position on it, 
Senator. And the only additional assistance that we have been able 
to make is the practice of the deferred grazing with the use of regular 
funds that is authorized as within the discretion of the State and county 
people to the extent to which they may actually use it. 


CHANGE IN DEPARTMENTAL POLICY 


Senator Hotzanp. Mr. Chairman, I notice in this same letter it is 
stated, and I quote again: 

Extended rains have occurred over all the range country with the exception 
of a small area in west Texas and southern New Mexico. 

Notwithstanding the fact there are two areas that have not received 
any rain yet, notwithstanding the fact that the Department testified 
before us—and I was chairman of the subcommittee that heard the tes- 
timony, that it would take a sizable program before the grass could be 
restored, lengthy in terms of years—I think, Mr. Scott, you were one 
of the witnesses—it now appears that, simply because there has been 
rain in a large part of the territory, that the deferred-grazing pro- 
gram is to go out the window. 

Is that the effect of the ruling, Mr. Scott? 

Mr. Scorr. The emergency program, that is correct, sir. 

Senator Hornanp. Mr. Chairman, I will not go into the matter 
further at this time. 

It occurred to me that Senators from the six States particularly 
gravely affected, particularly the Senators from Texas and New 
Mexico, will be terribly disappointed to see such a swift change in 
position from the scientists and the Department of Agriculture, and 
personally I think it is a distressing thing to see. 

Senator Cuavez. I have been disappointed so many times that once 
more will not hurt. 

Senator Horzanp. The Senator from New Mexico has been long 
suffering, and I appreciate his patience. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I see on this committee such a swift 
change in this position. But there is a change from the thinking of the 
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Department in the days of May and June. Then they thought $25 mil- 
lion was necessary for immediate emergency deferred-grazing pro- 
grams. Now they % there is no program necessary at all. - 

Senator Cuavez. I think they are completely wrong that New 
Mexico and west Texas are the only exceptions. I think that the Pan- 
handle of Senator Monroney’s State is in the same shape; western 
Kansas is in the same shape; eastern Colorado is m the same shape, 
and it goes on down the fine clear to the Mexican border or to the 
Rio Grande. 

Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Chairman, no Member of the Senate has 
been more sympathetic or tried to be more helpful to the Department 
on their programs than has the Senator from Florida, and I want to 
say right now that I am completely shocked to see this letter of last 
Friday received by the chairman Saturday. It makes a complete 
change in program, and it is going to let rains take the place of a de- 
ferred grazing program whieh was to have taken a maximum of 4 or 5 
years for the restoration of grass in the worst hurt areas. 

Senator Cuavez. I do hope the chairman will make the letter a 
part of the record. 

Chairman Haypven. It has been made a part of the record, and it is 
in the record now. 

(The letter referred to appears on p. 413.) 

Mr. Scorr. Mr. Chairman, may I say, in all seriousness, that the 
Senator from Florida has been extremely helpful in all of these 
drought matters, and the Secretary and all of us appreciate it very 
greatly. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions of Mr. Scott? 

Senator Hotianp. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Hayven. Are there any further questions ? 


ERADICATION OF FIRE ANT AND SCREWWORM 


Senator Exvtenper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire about 
other testimony that we hope to have from the Department in respect 
to the fire-ant problem. 


Chairman Haypen. That is the matter that I am going to bring up 
next. 
Senator ELLeENpverR. And the screwworm. 


Is there anybody from the Department that is going to testify on 
that? 


Mr. Scorr. Yes. 

Senator Hotuanp. I understand we have people here from the De- 
partment and also people from the States of Florida and Georgia to 
testify on the screwworm. We are ready for them when the next 
item is called. 

SCREWWORM AND IMPORTED FIRE ANT 


Chairman Haypen. The next item to be considered will be the need 
for funds to undertake eradication of the screwworm and the im- 
ported fire ant. 

In repre the regular appropriation bill for the Department of 
nee the committee Report No. 415, which accompanied the 

i 


ill, requested the Department to report on plans to eradicate these 
pests. 
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DEPARTMENTAL REPORT 


On August 2, 1957, Assistant Secretary Peterson transmitted re- 
ports on the screwworm and the fire ant to Senator Richard B. Rus- 
sell, chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations. These 
statements will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

Avu6ustT 2, 1957. 
Hon. RicHarp B, RUSSELL, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Deak SENATOR RUSSELL: As requested in Senate Report No. 415 on the De- 
partment of Agriculture and farm credit administration appropriation bill, 1958, 
there are attached explanatory statements with respect to the imported fire ant 
and the screwworm. 

Extra copies of these statements are attached for other members of the sub- 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
BH. L. Peterson, Assistant Secretary. 


[U. S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service] 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS ON THE SCREW WORM 


The screwworm is a true parasite and, in nature, thrives only in the living 
flesh of warm-blooded animals. Infestations have been found in practically all 
kinds of wild and domestic animals, poultry, and in man. 

Before the screwworm fly will lay its eggs on an animal, there must be a 
break in the body surface. Any open wound is attractive to the female screw- 
worm flv and infested wounds become increasingly attractive. The female may 
deposit as many as 400 eggs at one time. The eggs hatch in from 6 to 21 hours. 
The developing larvae feed heavily on the live tissues of the host animal, bur- 
rowing inward as they grow. If untreated, heavily infested animals are often 
killed in 10 days to 2 weeks. After completing development, which takes from 
4 to 10 days, the screwworms drop from the wound and burrow into the soil 
where the outer skin hardens and forms a pupa; 7 to 14 days later, the adult 
fly emerges and in about 4 days it is ready to mate and lay eggs. During cool 
weather the pupal state may persist for 2 months. The average life cycle of the 
screwworm is approximately 24 days. 

Screwworms occur generally in Mexico and have been a problem in southern 
Texas since about 1850. Each year they spread northward during the summer 
months but usually kill back in the winter. In 19384 screwworms were carried 
for the first time into Georgia and Florida during the emergency movement of 
cattle from the Southwest. A few years later they were firmly established in the 
peninsula cf Florida where winters are mild and infestation persists. 


ANNUAL LOSSES 


Entomologists and livestock growers who have been working on this problem 
estimate that annual losses in the Southeastern States will be well above $10 
million annually. These losses fluctuate considerably due to weather conditions. 
Following a warm winter, heavy losses are suffered as far north as central 
Georgia and southern South Carolina. Following a cold winter the losses are 
apt to be lighter. In 1956, losses in Florida alone may exceed $10 million. 


NEW METHODS OF CONTROL DEVELOPED 


Female screwworm flies mate only once. Entomologists reasoned that the 
reproductive cycle of the screwworm could be stopped if sterilized males were 
systematically released at weekly intervals. In 1954 a large scale experiment 
of releasing sterilized male flies was conducted in cooperation with the Nether- 
lands West Indies and resulted in the eradication of the screwworm on the 
island of Curacao. No screwworms in livestock and other animals have been 
reported on the island since the program was completed. 
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ERADICATION 


The procedures used in Curacao have been tried in small areas in Florida. 
There is currently underway a pilot test of this procedure on a 2,000-square-mile 
tract. The Agricultural Research Service and the Florida Livestock Board are 
cooperating in this effort to improve and perfect the techniques and procedures 
needed for the production and distribution of 2 million flies weekly. To carry 
out an eradication program in Florida and the Southeast would require facilities 
for producing, irradiating, and distributing 50 million flies on schedule each 
week. Several months would be required to acquire buildings and install the 
facilities necessary to produce, irradiate, and package the flies. It is estimated 
that about 24 months of continuous field operations would be necessary to effect 
eradication in the Southeast. 

QUARANTINES 


The program would require the establishment of Federal and State quarantines 
to prevent the reinfestation of Florida once eradication was accomplished. 


COOPERATION 


The Florida Legislature has appropriated $3 million for the next biennium 
subject to matching funds from Federal.sources. It would be necessary for 
the bordering States of Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, and Mississippi, which 
are annually infested as a result of the migration of flies from the Florida 
peninsula, to take such steps as may be necessary within their respective borders 
to insure the success of the program, 


FINANCING 


The cost to the Federal Government of an eradication program is estimated 
at $2 million per year for the first 2 years and slightly over $1 million during 
the third year, These amounts would provide for surveys in the State of 
Florida and surrounding States; producing, irradiating, and distributing the 
sterile flies; administering such regulations as may be necessary to protect the 
southeastern part of the United States from reinfestation ; and the use of facili- 
ties that may be needed to support such a program. After the eradication is 
completed it would be necessary to maintain an animal inspection and quar- 
antine program to prevent reinfestation of the screwworm from Texas or other 
areas not included in this eradication effort. It would be the responsibility 
of the States to develop and administer intrastate quarantines while the Federal 
Government would assume the responsibility for preventing the spread of the 
screwwornm between States. The annual cost to the Federal Government of such 
inspection and quarantine is estimated at $500,000 which is approximately two- 
thirds of the cost of quarantine activities. Much of the supervision of interstate 
shipments will have to be carried on in places removed from the States of origin 
and those receiving protection and, therefore, will become the responsibility 
of the Federal Government. 

A screwworm eradication program would be undertaken in accordance with 
policies and procedures developed and approved by the Department and the 
National Association of Commissioners, Secretaries, and Directors of Agriculture 
in 1955 with respect to pest prevention and control activities. 

The Department has no funds currently available for a screwworm eradica- 
tion program. The program will, however, be considered in proper relation with 
other programs of the Department in the development of future budget plans. 





[U. S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service] 


REPORT TO THE CONGRESS ON THE Fire ANT 


The imported fire ant is a serious pest of crops, pastures, lawns, recreational 
areas, livestock, and wildlife. It was introduced from South America through 
the port of Mobile, Ala., probably as early as 1920. About 1930 it was recognized 
as a different and more destructive species than any native to the United States. 
When it began to move out from the coastal area it appears to have found an 
envirenment more suitable to its liking and since 1950 has spread at an alarming 
rate. 
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EXTENT OF PROBLEM 


The imported fire ant now infests about two-thirds of Alabama, half of Miss- 
issippi, a third of Louisiana, 8 or 9 counties in Texas, 3 counties in west Florida, 
and at least 2 counties in Georgia. Isolated infestations exist or have been 
eradicated in Arkansas, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee. In 
Alabama some infestation occurs all the way to the Tennessee border. Ali 
counties in central Mississippi have some infestation. In Georgia and north 
Florida, spotted infestations occur in a number of counties. In total more 
than 20 million acres are infested. 


PLAN FOR CONTROL 


There is general agreement that a successful fire ant eradication program will 
require joint effort in which the Federal Government, States, local governing 
bodies, and individual property owners participate. This applies to planning 
as well as financing. Eradication of the fire ant will involve the insecticidal 
treatment of all infested areas. Chemicals known to be effective include di- 
eldrin, aldrin, and heptachlor. These may be applied by aircraft, motorized 
ground equipment or hand applicators, depending upon circumstances. Eradica- 
tion should begin with outlying infestations and progress to counties constitut- 
ing the boundaries of areas where infestation is general. The plan provides 
for technical and supervisory assistance to any county, city, or parish anywhere 
and at any time that a substantial proportion of the property owners agree to 
organize for control work on a county or district basis and there is assurance 
from responsible governing bodies that the program will be pursued until ants 
have been eliminated without regard to landownership or use. 

In any county where general infestation exists, a 3-year period of eradication 
is anticipated. Where necessary quarantines will be invoked to prevent spread 
through commercial channels to additional areas and to protect those in which 
control has been accomplished. One application of insecticide is ordinarily suffi- 
cient to effect eradication. Some “mop-up” operations, however, will undoubtedly 
be necessary. 


COOPERATION 


The Southern Association of Commissioners of Agriculture and the Southern 
Plant Board are on record in support of such a program. Detailed plans have 
been developed for an organization which would insure complete integration of 
Federal and State effort and the most effective use of funds provided from all 
sources. It must be expected that local participation would vary considerably 
between counties and between control districts, depending upon land use and 
the general economic position of property owners in the area. 

A clear understanding exists with States as to (a) ultimate objective of the 
program; (0b) type of organization best suited to handle the job; (c) the nature 
and extent of responsibility to be assumed by States, counties, local governing 
bodies and individual property owners; and (d@) procedures to be followed. There 
is basic pest-control legislation in each State adequate to support an ant-eradica- 
tion program. In some States funds are available to begin work immediately. 
All infested States have agreed to support State appropriations for the work. 
It is estimated that Federal expenditures would represent less than 50 percent 
of the overall cost. 

An eradication program on the fire ant would be undertaken in accordance 
with policies and procedures developed and approved by the Department and 
the National Association of Commissioners, Secretaries, and Directors of Agri- 
culture in 1955 with respect to pest prevention and control activities. 


FINANCING 


Farmers would be expected to assume a major share of the cost of treating 
lands under cultivation. Likewise, property owners in cities and towns would 
participate on a community basis, assuming much of the cost of both materials 
and application. The railroads would be expected to clean up rights-of-way. 
Many State and county highway commissions have indicated active participation 
where roadside work is necessary. Much of the work on uncultivated lands that 
produce low annual returns to the owners must be financed from public funds, 
county, State, and Federal. 
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Observations that have been made to date indicate that areas totaling more 
than 20 million acres are generally infested with fire ants. The cost of treatment 
is about $5 per acre. , 

In initiating this program, immediate steps would be taken to define limits of 
infestation and to take adequate measures to prevent further spread, including 
the eradication of any outlying infestations that are found. 

To provide for the regulatory work outlined above and undertake a Federal- 
State eradication program within areas known to be generally infested, thus 
relieving farmers, stockgrowers, and city dwellers from damage from the ants 
at the earliest possible date, would require an estimated annual Federal expen- 
diture of $3 million to $5 million, Based on known eradication procedures, the 
overall cost to the Federal Government is estimated at $40 million to $50 million. 
As the program progresses, a continuing effort would be made to develop less 
costly eradication procedures. 


The Department has no funds currently available for a fire-ant-eradication 
program, The program will, however, be considered in proper relation with 
other programs of the Department in the development of future budget plans. 


SCREWWORM PROBLEM 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will first consider the screw- 
worm. : 

Senator Holland will present the president of the Florida Cattle- 
men’s Association to the committee, 

Senator Hottanp. Might I make just a brief statement. prelimi- 
narily to the appearance of our State cattlemen’s association and the 
secretary of the similar association from Georgia. 

The screwworm and the fly that propagates it are not indigenous 
to Florida. They came in, as the Department recognizes, from the 
Southwest where they have lived a long time, coming out of Mexico 
every summer, in connection with bringing to our State by the Federal 
Government of many cattle during the drought period. There is no 
question about that. That is established and admitted by the De- 
partment itself. 

Notwithstanding that, Mr. Chairman, our State, which has been the 
most severely hurt of all because we have mild winters, that does not 
give us any period of relief whereas the other States affected are 
affected only periodically during the warm months. Notwithstand- 
ing that, our State is now suffering very greatly. 


AVAILABILITY OF MATCHING FUNDS 


At its recent session of the legislature it appropriated $3 million to 
be used over the current fiscal year of 1958 and the next fiseal year 
1959 as matching funds in connection with the Federal Government 
in the eradication of this pest. 

Our State also had advanced funds for 2 years in matching special 
experimental operations of the Department which it proved that 
eradication is at least, as I understand it, both possible and feasible. 

Now we have had the worst year ever in my State because of the 
mild winter, the worst year for the cattlemen, and we have here the 
president of the State cattlemen’s association to testify to the com- 
mittee. 

Off the record. 

( Diseussion off the record. ) 

Chairman Hayoen. Mr. Pearce, we will be pleased to hear from 
you. 
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FLORIDA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION 
STATEMENT OF J. OLIN PEARCE, JR., PRESIDENT 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Pearce. Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a privilege to be able to 
come before you and present our problems, and I hope I do not take 
up too much of your time. 

My name is J. Olin Pearce, Jr., of Okeechobee, Fla. I am here as 
president of the Florida Cattlemen’s Association, representing the 
cattle industry of our State. And, while not officially, the livestock 
and wildlife of all the Southeastern States. And at this time, along 
that line, I would like to present these letters as evidence that I do 
represent the other areas in the Southeastern States. 

Chairman Haypen. They will be put in the record. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


MoNnTGOMERY, ALA., August 9, 1957. 
J. O. PEARCE, Jr., 
President, Florida Cattlemen’s Association, care of Senator Spessard 
Holland, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Screwworms have now covered approximately two-thirds of the State and 
continuing to spread, causing untold damage to our livestock. Alabama cattle- 
men vitally interested in eradication program to prevent spread, we urgently 
request Congress to match funds appropriated by Florida for this work. 


MorRTIMER H. JORDAN, 
President, Alabama Cattlemen’s Association. 


GREENWOOD, 8S. C., August 12, 1957. 
J. O. PEARCE, 
President, Florida Cattlemen’s Association, care Senator Spessard 
Holland, Washington, D. C.: 
Our Senators and Congressman have assured they will support legislation 
for eradication of screwworm, contact them if needed. 


W. C. HieHsmiIrHA, 
President, South Carolina Livestock Producers’ Association. 


ALABAMA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Montgomery, Ala., January 24, 1957. 
Mr. J. O. Pearce, Jr., 
President, Florida Cattlemen’s Association, 
Okeechobee, Fla. 


DEAR Mr. Pearce: Thank you very much for your letter of January 16 re- 
garding the screwworm program in the Southeast. 

The Alabama Cattlemen’s Association is very interested in the control of 
serewworm and in this project. I am enclosing a copy of a resolution which 
our organization adopted last week at our annual meeting. I am sure that 
our officers will be glad to cooperate in any way we can On this matter, 

Sincerely yours, 
B. H. (Ham) Wrtson, 
PDeecutive Secretary. 
RESOLUTION No. 10 


Recognizing the damage and tremendous economic loss to our livestock indus- 
try, and particularly to our cattle producers through insects and parasites, we 
strongly urge the expansion of concerted research and the early initiation of 
control and eradication programs to eliminate such insects and parasites. We 
further strongly urge the cooperation of the United States Department of Agri- 
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culture in working with the States affected toward that end and we urgenly 
request the appropriation by Congress of funds necessary to effectuate such a 
program for the relief of the Southeastern States, particularly with respect to 
ticks, screwworms, and internal parasites. 

We, the Alabama Cattlemen’s Association, urge that the present Federal 
screwworm eradication program be continued and expanded throughout eastern 
United States and the secretary of the association is directed to send a copy to 
each member of the congressional delegation. 


MISSISSIPPI FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Jackson, Miss., January 25, 1957. 
Mr. J. O. PEARCE, Jr., 
President, Florida Cattlemen’s Association. 
Okeechobee, Fla. 


Dear Mr. Pearce: Thank you for your letter of January 22 regarding the 
screwworms in the Southeast. We, too, have had a severe outbreak of this 
pest in Mississippi in the past several years though we think it is lessening some- 
what. We shall be happy to cooperate with your association to get control. 

Thanking you for your interest, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
BOSWELL STEVENS, President. 


PROBLEM OF SCREWWORM ERADICATION 


Mr. Pearce. I am before your committee with reference to the prob- 
lem of screwworm eradication, not just in Florida but the entire South- 
eastern States. 

Very briefly, the screwworm is the larva state of a fly which deposits 
its eggs on the navel of young animals, and any open wound on warm- 
blooded animals. Upon hatching the young larvae or maggots begin 
feeding on the flesh of the animals. 

Unless the animals are found and maggots killed, the animal suf- 
fers loss of flesh, and very often is killed by the infection caused. 

For the information of this committee, this pest was brought into 
Florida with the shipments of cattle from the West in 1934. These 
cattle purchased by the Federal Government and sent to Florida dur- 
ing the great drought at that time. 

The cattle were slaughtered, put into cans and fed to needy families 
throughout the Nation. But the screwworm fly stayed in Florida. 

Since this time there has been a gradual buildup each year depending 
on the amount of cold weather each winter. 

The past fall and winter—1956-57—was very mild and there was 
no letup in infestations. 


CASES OF INFESTATION FOUND IN JANUARY 


In January of this year, when normally there would be very few, 
if any, cases of infestation found, our members reported severe 
damage. 

Our association immediately made a survey to determine the num- 
ber of cases occurring and cost to producers. We found 90 to 95 
percent infestation in navels of young calves and all open wounds over 
the entire area except in the extreme south of our State in an area 
that the USDA screwworm research had carried out a small test on re- 


leasing sterile male flies for control. Reports from this area show 
very few cases. 
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Ye also found this costing the cattle industry of Florida $3 
million annually for labor alone, 

Senator Hottanp. Is that without the loss of cattle? 

Mr. Pearce. That does not inchide anything—when the survey was 
made—except just to pay the people that you have to have to get out 
and handle cattle and bring them in and doctor them. That does not 
include medicine and loss of weight or any other cost except just the 
labor alone. 

At this time I would like to mention the fact that we have tried 
to determine some figures that would be a feasible amount as to how 
much it is actually affecting or taking away from the United States 
in the matter of income taxes, because all of these figures, this $3 
million, is a deductible figure on income-tax purposes. — 


POSSIBILITY OF CURE OF INFECTED ANIMALS 


ie Ys CuaAvez. Mr. Pearce, after the animal is afflicted can he be 
cured ? 

Mr. Pearce. Sometimes 1 doctoring and sometimes 2 or 3 doctor- 
ings will cure him. He can be cured if the case is not too far along. 
On very slight cases one doctoring will take it. I have doctored cases 
as high as 6 or 7 times. 

Senator Ture. It does not get in the blood? 

Mr. Pearce. No, sir. 

Senator Ture. It is only a matter of fresh wound ? 

Mr. Pearce. It is only a matter of fresh wound. 

Senator Tuyr. Whenever they can work right in the fresh wound. 
And if you can doctor it 

Mr. Pearce. I will not say it does not get in the blood. It gets into 
the blood after a period of time. It gets fever. The worse the wound, 
naturally, like a human being, on an open wound that way, the worse 
the infection from there on out. 

Senator Tuyr. But the egg is laid in the wound ? 

Mr. Pearce. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. And that is where they hatch from? 

Mr. Pearce. That is right. 

Senator Ture. It is not something that gets into the system and 
then comes out at some other part of the body ? 

Mr. Pearce. No. 

Senator Torr. What would be the possibility of a complete eradica- 
tion and stamping it out? ‘You would have to get the deer and you 
would have to get all animals. Is that it? 

Senator Horzanp. No. He will explain that, and the Department 
experts will explain it also, Senator Thye. 

Senator Ture. I withdraw that question. 





CAMPAIGN OF COOPERATION 


Mr. Pearce. Continuing my report, after making this survey and 
seeing the tremendous cost to our industry, a campaign was started to 
get all the Southeastern States to cooperate in getting an eradication 
program underway. All of these States are inf annually from 


migretion of flies from Florida. 
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Records in our possession show that all.of these States are in accord 
with this program and have so advised their delegations in Washing- 
ton. 

At the request of our association, a committee from the USDA Agri- 
cultural Research Service, composed of Dr. T. W. Cole, Dr. A, L. 
Lindquist, and Mr. W. G Bruce, came to Orlando, Fla, on February 
6 and met with screwworm laboratory personnel, officers of our asso- 
ciation and State livestock board. At this meeting it was brought out 
that the Department now could produce sterile flies, and, if properly 
distributed, eradication could be accomplished. 


METHOD OF COMBATING PEST 


Now this distribution, I would like to say at this time, is done by 
airplane. They are thrown out in a package from the airplane, so 
many to a mile, according to the screw-worm population in that area. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I think the scientists will testify 
later in detail on this. But the fact of the matter is it is established 
that the female fly mates but one time, and if sterile male flies are 
there and in great abundance and strong, the few applications, it 
seems to me, destroy the strain entirely, and that was fobe down in 
the West Indies as will be shown by the experts from the Department. 


SUCCESS OF PILOT PROGRAM 


Mr. Pearce. It was also brought out that some details in handlin 
and distribution yet needed to be worked out. Our State Lives 
Board immediately offered $23,000 to match Federal funds to get this 
information. A pilot program was soon underway. This, we are 
happy to know, has exceeded all expectations to date. 

would like to say at the present time I was talking to Mr. W. C. 
Bruce just a few days ago, and they had quite a little time to start with, 
with the wind and whatnot in this 40-square mile area. But in the 
center of this area, after about 2144 months of distribution of the steril- 
ized male fly, 70 percent of all eggs that are gathered there are sterile ; 
they will not hatch. 

ESTIMATE OF LOSSES IN FLORIDA 


After the conference on February 6 in Orlando, and other confer- 
ences in Florida by the committee from Washington, a “statement rela- 
tive to the screwworm problem in the southeastern States” and “The 
screwworm problem in Florida and comments on eradication” were 
issued by the Agricultural Service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture showing an estimated loss of $10 million in our State 
last year. 

Now that loss is a complete total of the livestock, taking the hog 
industry and the wildlife and everything. 


COST OF ERADICATION PROGRAM 


The estimated cost of an eradication program over a 3-year period 
was just over $9 million, and I have a copy of that attached to this 
report. ae 

About April 1 your speaker with other members of our association 
came to Washington for a conference with the Florida delegation in 
Congress. A conference was also held with representatives of the 
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Department of Agriculture in the offices of Under Secretary True 
D. Morse. 

We were advised at this conference that no commitment could 
be made at that time. We were advised at this conference that if 
Florida could assure their share, ae to $3 million to match 
Federal funds of $3 million for the first 2 years of an eradication 
program, there would be a greater possibility of a Federal appropria- 
tion being made. 

We had to work fast as our State legislature was in session and only 
meets every 2 years. 


t AVATLABILITY OF MATCHING FUNDS 


Both houses of our legislature passed a bill with only 3 dissenting 
votes, making $3 million available for the biennium to match Federal 
funds if made available. This bill specifies that one-half must be spent 
this fiscal year and one-half next fiscal year. 

This simply means that unless the Federal funds amounting to at 
least $1,500,000 are made available to get the program started this year 
we will lose half of our State funds. 

Our association is asking that at least $1,500,000 be included in the 
supplemental budget to be used this fiscal year to save our State funds 
and get necessary buildings and equipment ready for the actual pro- 
gram of producing and liberating sterile male flies. 

Unless the screwworm fly is eradicated from Florida and the South- 
east our cattle industry will of necessity have to sustain an annual loss 
of $3 million or more in the continuous fight, treating animals which 
are infested. Also the loss because of death of animals and loss of 
flesh caused by these infestations. 

Then you have a copy of the 3-year period which was issued by the 
Department of Agriculture, and then. on the last, the actual pictures 
that were taken by the game and fresh water fish commission of our 
State concerning the wildlife and deer in our area. 

Mr. Chairman, may that be made a part of the record ? 

Chairman Haypen. The table will be made part of the record, and 
the pictures will be filed with the committee. 

(The material referred to follow :) 


Estimates for cost of screwworm eradication program 




















Fiscal years ! 
Ist 2d 3d Total 
Eradication program: | 
Production... 2-2-2). 2...} $1, 300, 000 "| '$1, 640,000 | $820,000! | $8, 760, 000 
PN 5c cni cnn ctcccccccncocsncocdieeee wee 500, 000 730), 000 365, 000 1, 595, 000 
Inspection. ._....... seine tiovininien ni ameek ie 200, 000 300, +000 | 150, 000 650, 000 
eeied............--.... saneiie-nessensl 2,000,000 | 2,670,000 | 1,335,000 | 6, 005, 000 
ita nd ccc censhnscenegenessdonaunendel 570, 000 "795, 000 795, 000 000 | 2, 160, 000 
Ment b.2 tata wieigousswiien 2, 570, 000, | 3,4 465,000 | 2, 130, 000 165, 070 
Facilities: 4 Fly production and animal inspection... gu<k : a0 | | 8 
SN tite hia ntibaan mille Se scophod Minin bib oas-cerues | a Reenbant —— a eee 











1 It is expected that the total period covered will approximate 24 art 
? Preliminary estimates. 
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Chairman Haypen. Now I think we wanted to hear from the De- 
partment. Dr. Clarkson is here and Dr. Popham. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I quite agree with you, but Mr. 
Bennett, the secretary of the Georgia Livestock Association, has come 
here to testify. Could he be heard briefly before we go? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly. 

Senator Horttanp. Mr. Bennett is here, and I understand that the 
Alabama people have written to their delegation, and also the South 
Carolina people. They may have something they want to put in. But 
Mr. Bennett is the secretary of the State livestock association of 
Georgia. 

Chairman Haypen. We will be glad to hear from you, sir: 


GEORGIA LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF W. TAPP BENNETT, SECRETARY-TREASURER 
SUPPORT FOR SCREWWORM-ERADICATION PROGRAM 


Mr. Bennett. My name is W. Tapp Bennett, the secretary-treasurer 
of the Georgia Livestock Association, and I represent that prep of 
people in cooperation with the delegation from Georgia. 

Our damages are not comparable to Florida due to the weather con- 
ditions that we have. We have more screwworms this year than we 
had total serewworms for the past 8 years, and they are affecting us 
due to the mild weather we had last year to a line across north of 
Atlanta, across the State, which goes on into the Carolinas and into 
Alabama and Mississippi. 

So the ravages of that, which is expressed to you in these pictures 
which you have seen here, is far more serious and’as to our conditions 
today we have only two avenues left to develop and save our agricul- 
tural economy. 

One of those is the growth of pine trees and the development of 
permanent and temporary pastures to graze the livestock industry of 
beef cattle, dairy cattle, and hogs. 

And that is the statement I would like to leave with you. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement. 

Senator Hm. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Bennett, I noticed in the reprint from the April 1957 issue of 
the Florida Cattleman, this statement: 


The United States Department of Agriculture estimates actual screwworm loss 
to Florida cattlemen alone at a2 minimum of $10 million annually. 


Do you have an estimate as to what the entire loss is? I mean the 
entire loss as to all the States from this screw worm ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I do not. 

Senator Hint. We might get that from the Department. 

Mr. Bennett. Florida is the most’serious. We are subject to the 
infestation, if we do not do something in Florida. 


EFFECT OF WEATHER ON SPREAD OF INFESTATION 


Senator Hotztanp. Mr. Chairman, may I state this now: My under- 
standing is because of the winter in Florida being milder that the 
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adult flies, those that survive the winter, gradually are driven down in 
the peninsula and farther south, depending on the severity of the 
winter and begin all over again to spread up northward into Georgia, 
Alabama, South Carolina, and over into the edge of. Mississippi, as 
I understand it, with the coming of spring, and they go farther and 
farther with the summer and fall. 

Is that correct, Mr. Bennett ? 

Mr, Bennett. That is true. 

Senator Horzanp. And my understanding is that the program of 
the USDA is directed at concentrating their eradication efforts in a 
severe winter beginning at a time when the adult population of the 
flies are convened at the peninsula of Florida and even, if possible to 
the lower part of that peninsula. That is right, is it not, Mr. Bennett? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, and across south of Georgia which is 
adjacent to the peninsula of Florida. It is far more serious than 
north. The cold weather controls them from the North, if we have 
winters and if we can control them from the south then the infestation 
would be under control. 

Senator Cuavez. I have seen some very fine cattle around Columbus, 
Ga., and through that area, and also in my friend, Mr. Hill’s State 
around Montgomery. 

Are they infected ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes,seriously this year. We have to look after all the 
cattle daily. It is surprising that within 24 hours if vou overlook 
a calf that has been born that the eggs have been deposited. 

Senator Exienper. Has the legislature made provision to con- 
tribute ? 

Mr. Bennetr. No. You see, they have been in session since Janu- 
ary, and we have been more or less free for the past 8 years and it was 
not serious at that time. 

Senator Horianp. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that if 
properly timed when the flies fly downstate the eradication program 
will largely, if not wholly, be confined to my State. That fact, plus 
the fact that our losses are necessarily more serious, because the pest 
is a year-around pest with us, our legislature thought justified us in 
assuming such heavy participation in the program. It is really, 
very, very hurtful. 

Mr. Bennett. The difference, Senator, on this is that you have had 
them continuously and year by year, and more serious as time goes on. 

Senator Hotianp. I am told, Mr. Chairman, in the West where the 
fly is found every summer that the more severe winters run them down 
into Mexico in the winter. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. In west Texas, New Mexico, Ari- 
zona, and south California, we have lots of screwworms, but the 
winters in New Mexico and Arizona, especially, are rather severe, and 
it is high country, as you know, and that is the reason that we do not 
suffer the ravages that they do in other areas, 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you, sir. 

At this time we shall hear Dr. Clarkson and his associates in 
the Department of Agriculture. 
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AGRICULTURAL ResEARCH SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF DR. M. R. CLARKSON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR REGULATORY PROGRAMS, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERV- 
ICE, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. W. L. POPHAM, ASSISTANT DEPUTY, 
REGULATORY PROGRAMS, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE; 
DR. C. D. VAN HOUWELING, ASSISTANT DEPUTY, REGULATORY 
PROGRAMS, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE; AND MARK M. 
KIRKHAM, CHIEF, BUDGET BRANCH, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE 


ORIGIN OF SCREWWORM PEST 


Dr. Crarkson. I am M. R. Clarkson, Deputy Administrator of 
Agricultural Research Service. I believe there have already been dis- 
tributed copies of the report sent up by Assistant Secretary Peterson 
on August 2 that was in response to a specific request from this com- 
mittee for reports on the status of the serewworm and fire ant prob- 
lems. Both reports were sent at the same time. 

The communicable disease caused by the screwworm came into the 
Southeast in 1934. Senator Holland has already stated that. It had 
been known in Mexico and in the Southwestern States about 100 years. 
It apparently came up from Central America originally. 

It is a pest that must complete its life cycle on warm-blooded ani- 
mals. The eggs of the fly are laid in the wound of an animal. That 
wound may be very small, one that would entirely escape an inspec- 
tion. Then the larvae develop from the eggs from 6 to 24 hours and im- 
mediately begin to feed on the live animal tissue. 

This pest is different from the blowfly larvae, with which we are 
all familiar. The blowfly larvae tend to feed on dead tissue; the screw- 
worm larvae feed on live tissue and, in fact, must have live tissue. 

The exudate from the wound tends to attract other screwworms to 
the wound and so, in an area of heavy infestation, as we have seen in 
the Southeast this year, other flies come and lay their eggs on the 
same wound and thus enlarge the area of infestation. 

I did see the pictures that were already distributed. But. this 

icture shows an animal that has an infestation of 7 days’ duration. 
wo days later the animal was dead. 

In most cases the animals can be saved by prompt treatment as 
described by the previous witness, Mr. Pearce. 

The infestation this year in the Southeast is the worst that we have 
known, because the winter was such that the pests overwintered in 
larger numbers and further north than normal. They usually do not 
overwinter any farther north than the peninsula part of Florida. 
Some winters, however, flies will overwinter in the Panhandle of 
Florida, in the southeastern portion of Georgia, and even in a small bit 
of Alabama and South Carolina. 


SCREWWORM ERADICATION 


__ The program of eradication that has been visualized is one develop- 
ing from our research program of the past 10 years and tried out on a 
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small island off the shore of Florida and then on the Dutch island of 
Curacao in the West Indies, with complete success. 

Those test islands, however, were very small areas, and this spring, 
in cooperation with the State of Florida, we undertook a pilot project 
covering some 2,000 square miles of east central Florida. That project 
is nearing its completion now. It is hard to say, specifically, just what 
the full result would be if it were continued, because flies can come 
from the outside in to this treated area. But, in the central part of the 
test area, where the work should produce optimum results, we now 
are finding not more than 30 percent viable eggs. 

The theory of the project is this: The male fly will mate frequently : 
the female fly will mate only once. By growing flies in the laboratory, 
subjecting them to 7,500 roentgens of irradiation, we are able to render 
them sterile, both the males and the females. These flies then are re- 
leased at intervals of 5 to 7 days at the rate of about 500 flies per square 
mile. As these flies are released, the irradiated males compete. with 
native males in mating with native females, After a feted of weeks 
of that kind of application, there is a gradual but later more rapid 
diminution of the ratio of fertile eggs laid by these screwworm flies. 

Now, if carried out to completion as it was in the Dutch island of 
Curacao and on this small island off Florida, after a time there are no 
fertile males left in the area; they are overwhelmed by the numbers of 
irradiated males, and the population dies out. 

The difference between the eradication work for this communicable 
disease and most of our eradication efforts—which is along the lines you 
mentioned a while ago, Senator Thye—is that the flies on the wildlife 
are res by this method just the same as those on the domestic live- 
stock. 

Projecting our findings from our research and pilot project opera- 
tions into the larger area, which would involve approximately 50,000 
square miles of Florida, and if there were a hard winter adding per- 
haps as much as 20,000 square miles more in Georgia, South Carolina, 
Alabama, and the Panhandle of Florida, the project necessary for 
eradication would be to blanket that entire area with irradiated flies. 
Although we would hope for a sharp winter, so that. we would not have 
to treat as large an area and for the project to have its best chance of 
success it would best be gotten underway ‘in the fall to cut down the 
numbers of flies going into the overwinter season. Then the project 
would have a better chance of success in the spring and summer of the 
following year. 

ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


Senator Eirenper. Dr. Clarkson, how much money could you eco- 
nomically use during this fiscal year? 

Dr. Ciarkson. To begin the project it is necessary to put up and 
equip the rearing facilities, which include a laboratory and facilities 
for rearing and irradiating the flies, also arrival-inspection stations, 
and that will take about $900,000. Then, for work that would need to 
be done otherwise to get started, depending on how that building proj- 
ect goes, we could use somewhere between a million and a million and a 
half dollars in the first year. : 

Senator, Extenver. Is this to be on a matching basis? . Would.the 
State contribute, too? I understood Senator Holland to say that the 
State of Florida had appropriated $3 million. | — 


, 
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Senator Hotnanp. Yes. 
Senator ELLenper. To be used in 2 years. 
Now is that money being used, that is the Florida money, as well as 


the Federal money, if any is appropriated, to treat cattle that has 
been afflicted ? 


Senator Horianp. No. 

Senator Ex.enper. It is just to do with what Dr. Clarkson has been 
describing to us; is that right? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 

The State of Florida is participating in the experimental work and 
has contributed very gladly to the speeding up that work in funds 
that are not a part of the $1.5 million per year. 

And, Mr. Chairman, may I say at this point, and perhaps we had 
better go off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 


FACILITIES REQUIRED FOR SCREWWORM ERADICATION 


Senator DworsHak. Dr. Clarkson, did I understand you to say that 
it would be necessary to build a new laboratory for this program? 

Dr. CrarKkson. A laboratory in its design and facilities, but it is a 
production plant, Senator. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Do you not have available within the Depart- 
ment now facilities which could be utilized for this emergency pro- 
gram without causing this unnecessary delay? Certainly you must 
have some unused facilities or somewhich are not as importantly being 
used as for this particular program ? 

Dr. Crarkson. No, sir; we have not. 

Senator Dworsuax. Could you not perhaps transport them ? 

Dr. Crarxson. They would need to be in the area, Senator, to be 
useful. 

We are, with the State of Florida, making a survey of all facilities, 
either State or Federal or private that may be available for us. We 
have a facility now which we are looking into not too far from Orlando, 
which may offer some savings. 

Senator DworsHax. That would expedite the entire program and 
be worthwhile ; would it not ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes, sir, indeed, it will, and we are looking into that. 

I would like to mention the matching, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
This program would require expenditures in the adjoining States as 
well as in Florida. 

As I mentioned a while ago, while the production and facilities for 
irradiating flies would undoubtedly be in Florida, part of the dis- 
tribution of flies may very well have to be in Georgia and in the corner 
of Alabama and South Carolina. Also it is essential, once this proj- 
ect is begun, that cooperative efforts be taken to preyent a reijntroduc- 
tion of the fly from the Southwest, where it was mentioned a while ago 
the screwworm exists and where there is no hope for eradicating the 
pest, at least not under current knowledge. 

We have been in touch with the State livestock sanitary authorities 
in Louisiana, Mississippi, Texas, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida in 
working out preliminary plans for some system of inspection and 
‘certification so that stock moving from west to east would not reinfest 
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this area. That is something that would have to be continued in- 
definitely as a protection. 

Chairman Hayoen. Is this all the testimony we want to give now 
with respect to the screwfly. Is that correct? 


DIFFERENTIATION BETWEEN SCREWWORM AND BLOWFLY 


I would like to ask you one question that maybe you can answer, 
I do know that in certain wounds of human beings maggots are ap- 
plied. That is for the blowflies but not for this screwworm fly. 

Dr. CiarKson. That is because the blowfly will consume the dead 
tissue and thereby remove the dead tissue and decrease the amount of 
toxins that would otherwise be absorbed to some degree in the person’s 


y. 

Chairman Haypen. I understand in certain wounds the maggot is 
used but that is the blowfly that consumes the dead tissue. The screw- 
worm would be an entirely different situation. 

Dr. CuarKkson. Yes, sir. The larvae are about that long [indicat- 
ing] and point directly in. You see nothing but—— 

enator E.tenper. The tail end of it. 

Dr. CuarKxson. The tail end. It looks like a honeycomb on a cross 
section. You know they are in there about an inch deeper than the 
wound shows. They emit toxims and also secondary infections 
come in. 

Chairman Haypren. We might proceed to the fire ant. 

Senator Hix. I have one thing and that is this: if we do not move 
forward with the program such as you suggested here, this thing is 
liable to get worse and worse all the time aaaeane more and more; 
is that not right ? 

Dr. Ciarkson. It has spread to the limit of its area, Senator, geo- 
ap oely, because it regularly freezes back from the north. It has 

n increasing in intensity in Florida and adjacent areas of Georgia. 
Whether it will increase more in intensity I am unable to say. The 
weather plays a factor. 

Senator ELLeNper. It would spread unless you take it out of Florida 
and Georgia where it has intensified at the moment; would it not? 

Dr. Crargson. If left, it will vary from year to year. One year 
will be a bad year and the next year less. 

Senator Hinz. Surely, it santa spread in Alabama because our tem- 
peratures in Alabama and Georgia are about the same. 

Dr. Ciarkson. You regularly get infestations each summer ? 

Senator Hitt. We have them every summer, sure we do. 

Senator Ture. It is a terrific responsibility and expense to the 
rancher because he has to periodically round up every animal. Every 
calf that is dropped has got to be treated at the time the calf is born, 
or x have positive infection there, or infestation. 

ut the rounding up of the cattle and inspecting and treating is 
just an endless task. 

Senator Hotzanp. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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INFESTATIONS OF POULTRY 


Senator Hotianp. I wonder if Dr. Clarkson would tell us if he has 
knowledge of turkeys and other animals having been infested ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Poultry of all kinds, wild turkey and wild game and 
even human beings from time to time. 

Senator Extenper. Is there any more testimony to be offered, Sena- 
tor Holland, on the screwworm ? 

Senator Hotxanp, I have no other, unless Senator Hill or Senator 
Talmadge or any of the other Senators have. 

Senator Hrizt. Other members of the Department will add to what 
Dr. Clarkson has given us, 

Senator ExLenper. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we now go into 
the fire-ant problem. 

Dr. CLiarxson. That is another serious problem. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR TALMADGE 


Chairman Haypen. Before we do that, I would like to place in the 
record a letter received from Senator Talmadge expressing his interest 
in the eradication of the screwworm and the fire ant. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 


August 12, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations. 

Dear SenatorR Haypen: The livestock growers of Georgia are vitally inter- 
ested in the proposed amendment to H. R. 9131 submitted by Senator Holland to 
appropriate $1.5 million for the continuation of the Florida program of screw- 
worm eradication. 

I had hoped to be able to appear in person before your committee in support 
of this worthy proposal but, inasmuch as it was necessary for me to attend a 
meeting of the Legislative Review Committee this morning, I take this means of 


respectfully urging the Appropriations Committee to give its approval to this 
amendment. 


Also, I would like further to urge that your committee approve, as passed by 
the House, that provision of H. R. 9131 appropriating funds for a program of 
eradication of the fire-ant menace. 

With every good wish, I am 

Sincerely, 


HERMAN BH. TALMADGE. 


IMPORTED FIRE ANT 


Senator ELtenper. At this point I would like to put in the record 
a telegram addressed to me, dated June 10, from the commissioners of 


agriculture meeting in Biloxi, Miss., with respect to the fire ant 
problem. 


(The telegram referred to follows :) 


Broxt, Miss., June 10, 1957. 


Senator ALLEN ELLENDER, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Following resolution unanimously adopted, Southern Association of Commis- 
sioners of Agriculture: 
“Whereas the imported fire ant has become a serious pest in several States and 


is increasing in numbers and destruction and is rapidly spreading into new 
areas : and 
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“Whereas it is recognized that, in order to control and eradicate such pests, 
a joint effort on the part of individuals, local, State, and National Government 
must be put forth under a well-planned program developed by cooperative efforts 
between all interested parties ; and 

“Whereas several infested States have already provided substantial funds for 
cooperative program ; and 

“Whereas the southern commissioners of agriculture in the infested States are 
prepared to enter into a proper agreement for a definite program of eradication 
and control by : 

“1. Entering into a cooperative program with the USDA for the control and 
eradication of the imported fire ant. 

“2. Recommend to their respective legislatures an appropriation sufficient to 
earry out the State’s part of program in States not now prepared. 

“3. Pledge their best effort in bringing about proper agreement with individuals 
and local governments. 

“4. We recognize this to be a continuing program, and pledge our best efforts 
to carry it to a successful conclusion. 

“5. The commissioners now have the authority to: 

“(a) Quarantine and regulate any infested areas of the State. 

“(b) Inspect any premises believed to be infested. 

“(c) Require treatment of any infested area. 

“(d) We recognize that, in order for a program of this type to be successful, 
it must be carried out on a coordinated area basis which will include rural and 
urban infested areas, using local participation to the fullest extent through 
organized control projects, based on parish, county, municipalities, or other 
suitable areas: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Southern Association of Commissioners of Agricul- 
ture, as has the executive committee of the National Association of Com- 
missioners, Secretaries and Directors of Agriculture, recognizes the imported 
fire ant as an economic pest preying on livestock, pastures, forests, wildlife. 
small grain, and of great importance to human life, and that it is important and 
necessary that all divisions of local, State, and National Government unite in @# 
concentrated effort for its immediate control and eradication, with the Federal 
Government bearing its proportionate part of the overall cost in accordance 
with the terms of the eradication section of the policy statement between the 
USDA and the State departments of agriculture developed at the direction of 
the Congress because : 

‘1. It is a foreign pest imported into this country. 

“2. It is now causing severe damage in eight States and will, if not checked, 
spread to other states. 

“3. The infested States are now ready to join in an eradication program. 

“Be it further resolved by the Southern Association of Commissioners of 
Agriculture in annual convention at Bilowi, Miss., June 7-10, 1957, Do hereby 
petition Congress now in session to provide sufficient funds to the USDA in order 
that they may carry out their part of the uniform program without delay.” 

PARK BRINKLEY, 
President, Commissioner of Agriculture, State of Virginia. 
Putt CAMPRELL, 
Secretary, Commissioners of Agriculture, State of Georgia. 
S. J. McCrory, 
Baton Rouge. La. 
EXCERPT FROM BASIC LEGISLATION 


Senator Exrenper. I understand that you have in the record a 
report to the Congress by the Department of Agriculture concerning 
the fire ant. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to put in the record at this point excerpts 
from the law that was passed by Congress recently authorizing steps 
to be taken to eradicate the fire ant. 

Chairman Haypen. That will be done. 

(The information referred to follows :) 
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PuBLic Law 85-36 


85th Coneress, S. 1442 
MAY 23, 1957 
AN ACT To facilitate the regulation, control, and eradication of plant pests. 


TITLE II—-ERADICATION AND CONTROL OF INSECT PESTS, PLANT DISEASES, AND 
NEMATODES 


Sec. 201. Subsection (a) of section 102 of the Department of Agriculture 
Organic Act of 1944, as amended (U. 8. C. 147a), is hereby further amended by 
adding after the phrase ‘or to prevent or retard the spread of” the words “insect 
pests, plant diseases, and nematodes, such as imported fire ant, soybean cyst 
nematode, witchweed, spotted alfalfa aphid,”’. 


AREAS INFESTED BY FIRE ANT 


Senator E.ttenper. According to information received two-thirds 
of Alabama is infested, half of Mississippi, a third of Louisiana, 8 or 
9 counties of Texas, 3 counties in west Florida, and at least 2 counties 
in Georgia. 

The problem is becoming more and more acute, and most of the 
States mentioned have already appropriated funds in order to match 
any sums that may be made available through the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Louisiana, for instance, has appropriated $300,000. Now, aside from 
the contribution to be made by the State the local communities are to 
also furnish money, as well as the farmers, whose farms have been 
infested. 


It should be hoped Dr. Clarkson, that this program can be initiated 
soon, and I would like to have your testimony with respect to it and 
what amount of money, in your opinion could be spent this year that 
is for fiscal year 1958. 


POSSIBILITIES FOR CONTROL OF FIRE ANT 


Dr. Crarxson. Mr. Chairman, the report sent forward by the De- 
partment in response to the committee’s requests, and which has been 
referred to by Senator Ellender, contains on page 3 some estimates of 
Federal expenditures that would be necessary in undertaking this kind 
of a program. 

That ranges from 3 to 5 million dollars annually on the basis that 
the Federal Government would put in not more than one-half and 
probably would put in less than half of the overall expenditures 
throughout the area. 

This fire ant has extended to a very large part of the country, cover- 
ing more than 20 million acres. The current knowledge of how to com- 
bat. it would require treatments costing about $5 per acre and it would 
have to run over a period of a good many years. 


EXTENT OF PROGRAM 


The effort of the Federal Government would have to be one of 
preventing spread to new areas, of coordinating with the States, 
parishes, counties, and local communities, in organized suppression 
activities, so that it would all fit together as an entire pattern, so that 
each community that is cleaned up would contribute in part to the 
total job and not go ahead as an individual effort. Experience has 
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shown that if individuals or individual owners clear up their land, and 
adjacent land is not also cleared, then the ants come back again after a 
relatively short period of time and reinfest the area. 


AREA OF INFESTATION 


Senator Tuyr. Doctor, how far north can they be found! I mean 
how far north normally could they survive. 

Dr. Cuarxson. We think that they would survive neguiarly to about 
the 40th parallel, which runs from approximately Philadelphia to 
northern California, that also they would survive in smaller numbers 
and with less damage anywhere that agriculture is conducted in this 
country. We go partly on the experience in its home continent of 
South America, in that they are found regularly down to the 40th 
parallel south and they are found as high as 12,000 feet elevation up in 
the mountains, indicating that if they could get their colany started, 
even in a rather cold climate, they would persist because they make 
their homes some 2, 3, even 5 feet into the ground. 

I have some photographs here that show infestations ranging from 
100 to 200 mounds per acre. The ant is one that stings and bites warm- 
blooded animals, including man. It also attacks crops, such as okra, 
cabbage, and collards, and a long list of related vegetable crops. It 
attacks them by softening the tender shoots and then sucking the 
juice from them. 

The area in which it now exists runs from the Carolinas into East 
Texas and as far north as Tennessee. 

We have a map here, Mr. Chairman, which is not particularly good. 
It was not prepared for this purpose. It merely shows the areas of 
gross infestations with no effort to show the intensity of the infesta- 
tion. 

LOSSES CAUSED BY FIRE ANT 


Senator Hiri. Could you give us your estimate of the damage done 
by this fire ant, Doctor ? 

Dr. CrarKson. We have no dollars-and-cents estimate over the areas, 
Senator. I am sorry. We have the statements of many people that 
during the past 5 years it has so increased in intensity as to make some 
areas of land very difficult to work for agricultural purposes. 

Senator Hirt. Mr. Chairman, I have here a pamphlet that the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Florida, Senator Holland, has graciously 
handed to me. It is captioned “The Imported Fire Ant In Florida. 

I think it would be fine to put this whole little pamphlet into the 
record, because it gives, for instance, on the questions of damages, a 
summation : 

a am Damages Many crops by feeding on seeds and young succulent 
ants. 
" Attacks young, unprotected animals, such as new-born calves and pigs, and 
newly hatched quail and poultry. 

Sting is very painful, causing a fester, sometimes leaving a scar. 

It appears with the harvesting of crops by hand. 

Hospitalizes people that are sensitive to the sting. 


It is thought to have been the direct, or at least a contributing factor in the 
death of two small children and one elderly woman. 

Builds large mounds that damage machinery and make it impossible to use. 

Value of land is reduced in heavily infested areas. Cattle refuse to graze close 
to mounds on pasture lands. 
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RESULT OF ATTACK ON HUMAN BEINGS 


Senator Hoxtxianp. I think that shows pretty well what it does to a 
man’s arm. . 

Senator Hiri. There is a picture here that we cannot put into words, 
po eer an ant stinging a man’s arm. It shows what the thing 

oes do. 

Pass it around and let the members of the committee see it, please. 

Dr. Crarxson. The Federal effort, while it would need to be en- 
tirely in coordination with the States and communities, would un- 
doubtedly have to be spent somewhat disproportionately on the outer 
edges of the infestation in order to accomplish our first task of preven- 
tion of spread so that we might be spending our money disproportion- 
ately in accordance with State expenditures. 


CURRENT WORK ON FIRE ANT 


Senator Ex.enper. Have you done anything at all with respect to 
this program except to make an investigation of difficulties that accrue 
because of the presence of this ant ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Well, we have engaged with the States in surveys 
to determine the incidence and intensity. Actually, we do not have 
the detailed survey at the present moment of the whole area. We 
were able to send some people technically trained, over to Arkansas 
to help them in eradication of an infestation of some size, where I 
think it took, $60,000 of State money about a month ago and it has 
apparently been successful, although we found some further infesta- 
tion outside the area that was treated. 


OPERATION OF AN ERADICATION PROGRAM 


Senator Exienper. Doctor, in the treatment of this fire ant prob- 
lem, would it be necessary that all States cooperate at one time, or 
would you take, for instance, a State like Louisiana or Florida and 
proceed to eradicate ants in whatever areas in which they appear in 
such States? 

Dr. CrarKson. Well, from my judgment, it would not be necessary 
that each State be working with the same degree of intensity each 
year, but it would be important that an overall program be going for- 
ward, so that the intensive work that is going on in one place or an- 
other would not be lost because of reinfestation coming in from neigh- 
boring areas, whether they be across State lines or in the same State. 


REASON FOR RECENT BREAKOUT OF ANTS 


Senator Hitz. Doctor, let me ask you this question: As you, of 
course, know, quite a few years you had this fire ant down in the ex- 
treme southern portion of Alabama, down in Baldwin County, par- 
ticularly in about the city of Forks, and they had been fighting it 
down there with the help of the Department of Agriculture. They 
seemed for several years to keep it sort of localized down there, and 
then suddenly there was a tremendous breakout and the thing spread, 
as you say, over about two-thirds of Alabama. How do you account 
for that tremendous and rapid breakout and breakthrough ? 
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Dr. Ciarxson. Well, the pest was new to the United States when it 
came here. It apparently had to become acclimated. A considerable 
area of the south gulf coast is very wet during part of the year. That 
tends to interfere with the living habits of these ants. The rivers and 
streams run south rather than north, so that they were not carried 
north by streams. As with pests of all kinds, they tend to move out 
when they reach a degree of intensity in an area which makes it neces- 
sary for them to find new living room and, apparently, that is what has 
happened. 

enator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I remember having heard the 
people out in west Florida, adjoining Alabama, state that infestation 
did not come from across the river, and I believe the infestation in 
Alabama was near Mobile. 

Senator Hixx. This point I spoke of, I say, Senator, in south Bald- 
win County, is right close to Mobile. 

Senator Hotianp. When it had surrounded the heavy rivers and 
got into the counties in south Alabama which adjoin the counties in 
Florida, with land connections, then, immediately, as I understand, it 
came over into Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties of Florida, both of 
which are fine agricultural counties, and I believe that the pamphlet 
which you have just quoted from shows that those two counties show 
the heaviest infestation. So, apparently, they have to work upstream 
and then either find a crossing and come back on the stream on dead 
logs and the like to get across. But they do not go directly across large 
bodies of water. In reference to distribution of work, I want all areas 
that are affected, of course, to have equal treatment. 

Senator Hix. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. But, since my own State has already appro- 
priated $550,000, I hope, if we make an appropriation, that some im- 
mediate effort is gotten underway there, particularly in view of the 
fact that the map shows that the infestation has not yet reached the 
Peninsula of Florida but is going in that direction. So that it would 
occur to me that at least one of the efforts that could be handled right 
away should be in Florida, and I would hove that that could be the 
case, and that is without prejudice to any other State, because I hope 
the same kind of effort may be initiated in every State that suffers. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Stennis, do you wish to make a state- 
ment at this time? 


SUPPORT OF PROGRAM 


Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, most of the members of this com- 
mittee know of my special interest in developing an effective control 
program to eradicate the imported fire ant. Earlier this vear I joined 
Senator Ellender in sponsoring S. 1442, the fire ant legislation which 
recently was enacted into law. The control of the imported fire ant 
was discussed at great length in our Agricultural Appropriations 
Subcommittee, and we included language in our committee report.ask- 
ing the Department of Agriculture to submit proposals and plans for 
initiating this program. 
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EXTENT OF INFESTATION 


Mr. Chairman, this pest is rapidly spreading through the Southern 
States. The imported fire ant now infests about two-thirds of Ala- 
bama, half of Mississippi, a third of Louisiana, 8 counties in Texas, 3 
counties in west Florida, and at least 2 counties in Georgia. Isolated 
infestations exist in Arkansas, North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee. In Mississippi, 10 counties were infested in 1949, 26 coun- 
ties by 1953, and 32 counties by 1957. Almost 314 million acres in 
Mississippi alone are now infested. The possible range of this pest 
is not fully known. 


NO. 1 INSECT PROBLEM 





This insect is considered by some county agents as the No. 1 insect 
problem in their counties. The ant has a painful sting which causes 
a boillike sore. Unprotected animals, such as newborn calves, pigs, 
poultry, newly hatched quail, and other wildlife are attacked by these 
insects and suffer severe injury. Serious damage is also caused to 
okra, cabbage, eggplants, potatoes, germinating seed corn, and other 
root crops. Nursery stock and fruit trees also suffer some damage. 
The heaviest infestations are found on the better lands and are causing 
serious problems to crops and livestock in many of the Southern States. 
It is virtually impossible to use mowing machines, combines, and other 
mechanized equipment in heavily infested fields, and it is becoming 
increasingly difficult to hire agricultural workers for work in heavily 
infested fields. 

THREE-YEAR CONTROL PROGRAM 


After a thorough study of this problem, the Department of Agri- 
culture has submitted their recommendations calling for a 3-year con- 
trol program. This plan provides for technical and supervisory 
assistance to any county or city when a substantial number of the 
property owners agree to organize for control work on a county or 
district basis. 

It is essential that this program be initiated at the earliest possible 
date, and I urge the committee to include adequate funds in the 1958 
supplemental appropriations bill to enable the Department of Agri- 
culture to cooperate with State and local officials to control and eradi- 
cate the imported fire ant. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement. 

Do you want to ask questions ? 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I thank the Chair. 

Senator Ellender introduced the bill that became law, and I want 
to thank him again. 

You geutlemen have a program, but how far did you say your pro- 
gram is developed, Dr. Clarkson? I know it is not just superficial, 
but how far does it go 4 

Dr. Cuarkson. It would be necessary to locate and knock down 
outlying infestations, and then to organize on a county or township 
or parish basis, with the local people, the local government and our 
representatives and State representatives organizing and coordinat- 
ing the work. Then there are large areas I know that consist of land 
of rather low value and low income which must be treated right along 
with the rest of it in order to make any part of it successful. 
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So it would seem to us that State and Federal funds for material 
and treatment would be specially important in that kind of land. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

T know it is reported and some of the county agents in Mississippi, 
Mr. Chairman, report this as a No. 1 insect problem for their county, 
and this problem has grown very rapidly. 

For instance, they cannot mow the field in some instances where 
infestation is great. 


ABSENCE OF DEPARTMENTAL REQUEST FOR FUNDS 


How much are you asking for, Doctor ? 
Dr. Ciarkson. We have no request for funds. 


Senator Srennis. You mean the budget does not request anything 
definite on this? 


Dr. Crarkson. No, sir. 

We have in this statement that was presented on August 2 an esti- 
mate of what it would cost, from 3 to 5 million dollars of Federal 
tunds. 

Senator Srennis. Per year to initiate your program; is that right? 

Dr. Crarkson. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I am sure the doctor already cov- 
ered other points I had in mind. 

I am certainly glad for the chance for me to come in and express 
my interest. 

REASON FOR FAILURE TO REQUEST FUNDS 


Senator ELttenper. Why did the Department not see fit to ask for 
a budget estimate on this, Dr. Clarkson ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Well, Senator, it was considered along with other 
matters for a supplemental following the passage of the authorized 
legislation which was spoken of a while ago, and then in consultation 


with the Bureau of the Budget it was decided that this would be con- 
sidered in the next 


Senator E.tenver. The regular 

Dr. Crarkson. The regular appropriations. 

Senator Etitenper. Let the problem increase in intensity and it will 
cost more money. That is shortsightedness, as I see it. 

Senator Hii. You mean, let them eat us up. 

Senator Stennis. We know of your real interest when you came 
before the full committee. We appreciate your comments on it. 

Dr. CLarkson. May I say one thing in regard to Senator Holland’s 
comment? Of course, those counties in Florida would be indicated for 
early attention and particularly since there is in that area the white 
fringed beetle, that is the outlining area of the white fringed beetle, 
too, and the same treatment here can get rid of both pests. 








CONTINGENCY FUND 


Senator Exzenper. Dr. Clarkson, as I understand, there is a special 
fund that is provided each year for the Department. How much is 
in that fund now? And can you not use some of that emergency 
fund in order to take care of that situation? 
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Dr. Crarxson. There is $1 million in that conti y fund. It 
is for emergencies that arise such as the Khapra beetle outbreak, the 
Medfiy, and witchweed. 

Senator ELLENDER. I thought we provided more than that. 

Dr. Ciarkson. No, sir. It is $1 million this year. 

Senator ELitenper. We should have a good deal more than that. 
We will see to that next year. 

Dr. CrarKxson. That has been tied up also with language related 
to the emergency and incipient outbreak legislation which would 
not cover the fire ant. 

Senator Stennis. I have this one additional question now. I am 
afraid we would be disappointed here in allowing for the local con- 
tribution of allowing 3 to 5 million dollars. Is that not a very small 
sum if we are really going to tackle this problem and move in on it 
and try to stop it and then eradicate it if possible. Would it not take 
many times $3 million to really launch that program? 

Dr. CLarkson. That estimate is based on the Federal Government 


not paying any more than half which would be then from 6 to 10 
million dollars in total. 


Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Dr. Crarkson. That would undertake a significant program. 
There is a very wide area to be covered here, and it will take quite a 
number of years work to accomplish it. It also is limited to the 
amount that can be done in any 1 year and get technical competence 
in what is done. We do not think that we ought to use funds of this 
kind for the miscellaneous treatment of areas that are not coordinated 
in an organized push against the fire ant. 


PROMPT ERADICATION PREVENTS SPREAD 


Senator Ture. Doctor, how would you go about eradicating a 
colony ¢ 

Dr. CLiarkson. The best method of treatment is through the use of 
insecticides over the entire acreage that is infested. 

Senator Turn. Suppose that you saw in a pasture or in a field 
that they established a colony there. How much would it take to 
eradicate this 1 mound, or 1 ant hill, as we refer to it up north ? 

Dr. Crarkson. Well, I could not say specifically. It would not take 
very much to eradicate one hill. 

Senator Tuys. That is what I am getting at. If a farmer saw an 
ant hill was being developed and he knew it was a fire ant and he 
went out there and said, “I am going to get you before you get a 
chance to spread.” How much money would be involved in catching 
this one colony / 

Dr. Crarkson. Well, if you took it colony by colony on an area 
where there are 100 mounds per acre, it would cost—— 

Senator Ture. I am just trying to get down to just one colony, be- 
cause we have the ordinary ant that lives in the north country and 
we may have a mound here and there. But I mean in this particular 
instance, I am trying to get down to where I would have knowledge 
of what a farmer would do if he in tilling his land discovered. he had 
a hill of fire ants over in one of his fields or meadows or pastures, and 
he just made up his mind “Now is the time I am going to put an end 
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to you, sir,” speaking figuratively, and he got himself sufficient chemi- 
cal to attack that one mound and sprayed the surrounding area. How 
much money would be involved ? 


ERADICATION COST PER MOUND 


Dr. CrarKkson. Probably cost him about 50 cents for a mound. 

Senator Tuyr. If he caught the first mound. In other words, this 
got in before anyone really ‘became alarmed over the seriousness of it, 
and it has really taken a hold and now you have vast areas represent. 
mere only States but several States. 

r. CLarKson. Yes, sir. And the serious part of it is that by the 
time you see the mounds the ants are there and they are in a number 
of other places that you cannot ye 

Senator Ture. That is right, Waeaten they have not started to build 
a mound. 

Dr. Crarkson. That is why when the individual owner attempts 
to treat mound by mound he is always behind the ant and can never 
get ahead of them. So you have to treat the entire acreage uniformly 
and get all the incipients. 

Senator Ture. What you are trying to do as you organize, as you 
try to eradicate, like Brucellosis from a herd of cattle in a State, you 
are going to try to organize and make it a statewide or areawide opera- 
tion and just go in there and spray systematically and catch everything 
that is in the area. 

Dr. CLarKson. It is an area type program that is needed. One that 
takes in all of the areas, as you go. 

Senator Ture. I wanted the record to reflect what an individual 
farmer could do if he discovered he had a fire ant over in one of these 
areas and he was going to keep them from having it spead into all of 
his farm areas. 1 wanted the record to show just what he could do. 


USE OF CHEMICALS 


Senator Hitt. Along the line of what you are talking about. Senator 
Thye, let me ask you this, Doctor: What effect does the disinfective 
have that you must use as far as grass is concerned and as far as 
animals feeding on that grass are concerned ? 

Dr. CLarKkson. There are a number of chemicals that are usable. 
They, in general, do not harm the crop themselves or the grass. In 
the case of some it would be necessary to keep stock off the grass for a 
period of time. 

Senator Hii. How long a period of time would you say ? 

Dr. CuarKson. That would vary from 2 weeks to a month depending 
upon the chemical. 

Senator Hm. Would that mean that a farmer would have to buy 
feed for his stock? They could not be grazing. They would not be 
gettimg any food at all as far as grazing. 

Dr. CLarkson. You have to treat in sections. 

Senator Hix. In sections. 

Dr. CuarKson. And other areas adjacent to it. 

An important part of this thing would have to be an intensive activ- 
ity by the States and the Government to improve these —, as 
the work pro 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement. 
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Senator Stennis. May I os this, Mr, Chairman, please: I am not 
going to ask you to come to Mississippi first or give us preference. I 


assume you are going where the problem is regardless of State lines. 
Dr, CuarKson. Yes, sir. 


NO PREFERENCE TO BE GIVEN PARTICULAR AREAS 


Senator Stennis. I did not want this record to be read that Florida 
was given preference, and everybody agreed to it. I do not think Sen- 
ator Holland asked for that. 

Senator Hm. He felt Alabama, Mississippi, and all of these 

laces 
: Senator Hotianp. I made it clear, Mr. Chairman that I did not 
want any preference. I want one of the places where the work will 
be started in my State because funds have been made available. But 
I was careful to state I wanted all areas to be treated exactly alike as 
the record shows. 

Senator Stennis. Knowing so well that was your intention I was 
trying to express it. I did not want anybody else to read the record 
and it was not clear and get the idea. 

Senator Hotianp. I thank the Senator, but I think I made it rather 
clear that I wanted all areas to be treated exactly alike. 

Senator Hitx. And all States. 

Senator Srennis. It is a Federal problem rather than a State 
matter. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement, Dr. Clarkson. 


Senator Hixx. If we give you the money, you are ready to go right 
ahead with it, are you not ? 


Dr. CiarKson. Yes. 

Chairman Haypen. During the hearings held this past week on 
military construction, a subject of discussion was the use of foreign cur- 
rencies, generated through the Public Law 480 surplus commodity 
program, in constructing overseas housing for military personnel. 

Having an integral part in the carrying out of this program we have 
requested the Department of Agriculture to appear here this morning 
to. state their responsibilities under the program and answer-questions 
on the progress which is being made, the results thus far, and the out- 
look in the future for additional housing needs being met through the 
program. 

Mr. Gwynn Garnett, Administrator, Foreign Agricultural Service 


is here, and Senator Ellender, you wanted to ask him some questions. 
Senator ELtenper. Yes. 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


STATEMENT OF GWYNN GARNETT, ADMINISTRATOR, FOREIGN 
AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 


SURPLUS COMMODITY PROGRAM 


Senator Ex.enper. You know what the problem is, Mr. Garnett. 
Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 


Senator ELLENpER. Will you tell us what has been done up to now? 
Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Ettenper. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Garnett. I did not have a statement, but I am prepared to dis- 
cuss it. 

Senator Exrenver. All right. And I would also like you to state 
what cooperation you are getting from the other departments. 

The question that was disappointing to us here and has caused a lot 
of difficulty was that a few of the departments preferred the cash te 
use instead of using our agricultural surplus. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 


PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 480 


I will do the best I can to answer that, sir. You know that in title 
I, Public Law 480, under which we sell surplus farm products for 
foreign currency, there are 10 currency uses. One of these uses is 
104-(f) which is a United States use, which is reimbursable to the 
Treasury or to the Commodity Credit Corporation in dollars. Out 
of the $3 billion that we have programed under this—— 

Senator Stennis. Pardon me a minute. Reimbursable by whom, 
by the military ? 

Mr. Garnett. By the agency that uses the currency. 

Senator Ture. Whether it isthe Army or—— 

Mr. Garnett. State Department, ICA, embassies 

Senator Ture. Any one of these agencies that may happen to use 
the fund that has been accumulated because of the transactions under. 
the surplus commodities. 

Mr. Garnett. They have to pay in dollars. 

Senator Ture. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 


MILITARY HOUSING IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


Now we have programed $3 billion. The amount of the currencies 
that are to accrue under that is approximately $2 billion. Out of the 
$2 billion we have programed for United States use under 104 (f), 
which is reimbursable, just under a half-billion dollars. Out of that 
half-billion dollars, up to this time, $106 million has been earmarked 
for military housing in 7 countries. I have the countries if you wish 
to go into that. 

COUNTRIES INVOLVED 


Senator ELLtenper. We would like to have the countries and the 
amount to be spent in each of these countries. 

Mr. Garnett. All right, sir. 

Well, the countries run like this: Austria, $8.9 million; Finland, $7 
million; Italy, $13 million; Japan, $24.8 million; Portugal, $1.5 mil- 
lion; Spain, $16 million; United Kingdom, $35.1 million, making a 
total of $106.3 million. 

Senator Ertenper. Now in the case of Finland, you do not buiid 
that,do you? Yousimply buy lumber. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. In the case of Finland, the funds there 
are to be used for prefabricated units. 

Senator Errenper. That is right. 
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Mr. Garvett. Which will be procured in Finland and were to be 
used by the Air Force in Lib 


a. 
Senator Ernenper. And ftaly, too. 
Mr. Garnett. I think that is right. 


COMMODITIES SHIPPED TO FINLAND 


Senator Tuyr. Senator Ellender, would you yield to establish what 
commodities were shipped to Finland so that we can find out. I have 
a complete tabulation of items such as butter or butter oil, powdered 
milk, soybean oil, cottonseed oil, lard and peanut oil that went out 
under title I, and I think it would be very informative now if we knew 
just what went to Finland. Was it lard, was it.cottonseed oil, butter 
oil or something else ? 

Mr. Garnett. I do not have it in my mind, sit. I would have to 
check it here. Excuse me a moment. 

Senator Ture. I checked into that. 

Senator Eitenper. Senator, I recall that there was quite a lot of 
butter to be sent to Finland, but because it was not delivered on time, 
as I reeall they canceled out and purchased—— 

Senator Ture. The total butter and butter oil that went out under 
title I of Public Law 480 was 4,776,000 pounds. 

Senator EL_tenper. That is to all countries. 

Senator Tuyr. That is to all countries. That is everything that 
went out under title I. 

Mr. Garnett. You wanted Finland, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garnett. Well, in Fmland, excuse’ me, as. this is pretty fine 
print, but it is 3,557,000 bushels of wheat, 750,000 bushels of feed 
grains, 20,000 bales of cotton, 6,300,000 pounds of tobacco, 1,163,000 
pounds of dairy products, and 10,720,000 pounds of fruits. 

Senator Turse. Mr. Chairman, for the sake of time and for the 
record, would it be helpful if the record reflected, first, the poundage 
that went to the country and a breakdown of the commodities that went 
to that country. By getting it into countries, we would have the pro- 
gram and then we would know how much money was available to the 
various agencies and actually what produce or product or commodi- 
ties were shipped to make up the credits over there. 

r. Garnetr. We can give it to you in any way you wish, Senator. 

Senator Ture. It would be helpful to me because I sit here with a 
tabulation of everything that went out under title 1, what was bartered, 
what was donated, and the total amount. I find it necessary to do that 
because agriculture has been charged up with everything that could 
be possibly written in and it was a deficit charge to the agricultural 
program. It was so disturbing to me that I went in to find out just 
what we shipped under Public Law 480. A lot of ageneies of the 
Government were using the credit to carry out their responsibilities, 
and I wanted to find out all I could about how the program was being 
carried on. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Well, this $106 million that I have enumerated here by country is 
out of the half billion dollars that was set aside for United States 
uses. I might just elaborate a little more. We set aside, as I men- 
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tioned, in Austria $8.9 million, $7.5 million of that was used for pre- 
fabricated houses, which would be procured for the Air Force in 
Morocco. This takes care of about one half of the requirements in 
Morocco. 

In Italy it was to be used for 616 units: 415 for the Army, 156 for the 
Navy and 45 for the Air Force. 

Senator E.tenper. In Italy. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 


HOUSING PROGRAM IN UNITED KINGDOM 


The largest housing program that we have had has been in the 
United Kingdom. 

Senator Stennis. Pardonme. Are youstill on 104 (f) ? 

Mr, Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 

Mr. Garnett. The largest amount used for housing in any one coun- 
try was in the United Kingdom. The first group of nearly 1,500 units 
planned principally for the Air Forces is already 85 percent complete, 
and about half are already occupied. Plans are being developed for 
1,360 units out of the most recent title 1 agreements. 

Senator E.tenper. When you say “more recent” you means this 
new authorization ? 


TOBACCO AGREEMENTS WITH UNITED KINGDOM 


Mr. Garnett. No, sir. We had two tobacco agreements with the 
United Kingdom. 

Senator Extenper. This is called tobacco row. That is the way 
they dubbed it in England. 

Senator Stennis. That is right. 

Senator Ettenver. Tobacco row. 

Mr. Garnerr. That is the way they named it because it comes from 
tobacco money. 

PROGRAM IN JAPAN 


The second largest is in Japan, 1,700 units planed of which 675 are 
under construction. Most of these are for the Air Foree. .Comple- 
tion of the project is scheduled for fall. 

Senator Errenper. Has there been any change in Japan in light of 
the fact that we are withdrawing there? Has that been reviewed 
recently ? 

Mr. Garnett. It has not affected this. This housing program is 
still going ahead. There will be remaining troops sufficient, I under- 
stand, to use the housing that will be built by the Armed Forces. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, then from the standpoint of Japan, 
they are going to have to tear down a lot of temporary quarters that 


they are occupying, if they are building ‘all of these as permanent 
quarters. 


Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Trrve. There cannot be any question but what there is co- 
ing to be a disposal as surplus property of a lot of those living quarters 
if they, are building these additions in view of all the troops we are 
taking out of Japan right now. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLenper. That is why I suggested it ought to be reviewed. 

Senator Ture. That is the question that must be reviewed. 

Senator Stennis. You are going to continue Senator Ellender’s 
question and give this 104 (f) and the part that is not reimbursable, 
because I think that is where the rub is. 

Senator Ture. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. Go ahead and cover that. 

Mr. Garnerr. If I may, out of a half-billion dollars for United 
States uses, $106 million was earmarked for housing, and I should say 
that this fund of half-billion dollars for United States uses is under 
the control of the Bureau of the Budget, and they do the best they 
can to get as quick payment as they can. In other words, if there are 
State Department or other expenses where they can sell the local cur- 
rencies, immediately they do it and take the —a 

Now to answer your question on cooperation, | do not know—and I 
am perfectly frank, I do not know of any place where I can say there 
has not been cooperation among the agencies. 


REQUESTS FROM DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 


I can say this that the Defense Department has asked for more 
assistance than we have been able to give them. 

Senator Exxenper. Is that payable in dollars by the Defense De- 
partment ? 

Mr. Garnerr. This would be reimbursable over a period of time out 
of housing allowance. 

Senator ELLenver. I mean immediate repayment, so as to discharge 
the debt that we owe to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 


PHILIPPINE HOUSING 


Mr. Garnerr. In countries like Italy and Turkey, a considerable 
portion of the currencies that accrue are sold to the Defense Depart- 
ment. This goes on all the time. Now, as I was going to say, the De- 
fense Department has asked us for more money and more help in 
building houses than we have been able to give. One of the countries 
that they were particularly interested in was the Philippine Islands, 
and we had included a valet large amount of money in our program 
with the Philippine Islands. It hung fire for 2 years. They were un- 
willing to accept such a large portion of United States uses. 

Senator Extenper. Who is “they”; the Philippine Government ?’ 

Mr. Garnett. The Philippines; yes, sir. It was one of the few 
opportunities that we had for moving some rice and, after negotiating 
for 2 years, we finally softened up our friends and had less United 
States uses in order to move the product. It is the only way we could 
get the Philippines to accept the agreement. 

Senator Evtenper. What you have left are these pesos, and where 
must you spend those ; in the Philippines ? 

Mr. Garnetr. That is right. 

Senator Etitenper. For rehabilitation ? 

Mr. Garnerr. Part of them; I would have to check to see just 
What the uses of currencies are in the Philippines: The Philippine 
program was for $10 million, 
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Senator Ernenper. When you say “program,” you mean the type 
cf sales. 

Mr. Garnerr. The commodity program. 

Senator E.ienper. The commodity program. 

Mr. Garnett. The market value of the program was $10 million. 
And the payment of United States obligations was one-half million 
dollars; in other words, the amount of available funds for housing 
would be one-half million dollars, but, out of the total $10 million, 
$5.2 million will be loaned back to the Philippines for economic de- 
velopment. 

Senator Ex.enver. That is a little greater than your average per- 
centage, as I remember. Your average percentage of loan back is 
about 62 or 63 percent. 

Mr. Garnerr. That is right. I believe it is 56. It is 56 percent, sir. 

Senator Ertenper. It is 56 percent. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Evitenper. I thought it was more than that. 

Mr. Garnerr. And 24 percent we have used for United States uses, 
which are reimbursable. Now, I do not know whether I answered 
your question or not. 

Senator Exnenpver. I was under the impression that, as to projects 
~vherein the Department of Defense had to put up the cash, they would 
rather use money than cooperate with you in the sale of these surplus 
commodities. Now you say that is not correct. 

Mr. Garnett. That is not correct, as far as the operation of the 
title 1 of Public Law 480 is concerned. 

Senator Exrenver. Is there anything else? Is there any other? 


BARTER OPERATION 


Mr. Garnett. In the past, we did have a barter operation for which 
they might have—that is, they could have cooperated. As you know, 
the Department has changed its barter policy. 

Senator ELutenper. Yes. 

Mr, Garnetr. And the reason for that was to avoid a displacement 
of the usual market of the United States for their dollars. 

Senator Srennts. Will the Senator yield to me for a question? 

Senator Extienper. Surely. 

Senator Srennis. You said something about having to wait to get 
your money there until the dwelling house that was built collected the 
rentand all. Lthought the military paid you? 

Mr. Garnett. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. In dollars. 

Mr. Garnett. Well, they pay in dollars, at the rate that they would 
otherwise be paying officers and men. 

Senator Stennis. Rent? 

Mr. Garnett. For allowance, for housing allowance. 


REIMBURSEMENTS ON MONTHLY BASIS 


Senator Stennis. So the Commodity Credit Corporation, then, is 
not reimbursed, except on this monthly basis. 

Mr. Garnett. That is right, sir. 

Senator Stennis. They do not get paid for the building. 
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Mr. Garnett. That is right, but there isa delay. 
Mr. Gibb is here. 
What is the delay on that payment ? 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


STATEMENT OF RULON GIBB, TREASURER 


AGENCY TO BE CHARGED WITH LOSSES 


Mr. Gis. I think, under the law, they pay us out of the savings in 
military-housing allowances. 

Senator Stennis. That will take 20 years. 

Mr. Gisss. That will take at least 20 years. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Suppose we pull out of there? Who is going to 
take the loss? Under the agreement, as I understand it, the tobacco 
houses, as soon as we pull out of England, the houses are to revert to 
the British Government and British land. Suppose the costs are not 
repaid. Whose loss will that be; the Commodity Credit Corporation 
or the Armed Services? 

Mr. Gis. The Commodity Credit Corporation, sir. 

Senator ELLENbeER. Of course. 

Senator Stennis. That is right. 

Senator ExLtenper. You are getting it in the neck any way you 
turn. 

Mr. Gries. The mechanics are the Commodity Credit Corporation 
will charge the loss to Public Law 480 in the long run. 

Senator Ture. But the explanation will be that the farm program 
cost us so much money and there will be very little explanation about 
Public Law 480. That is what led me to check on every one of these 
oil crops or commodities derived from the oil crops. It was so dis- 
turbing to me to find in round figures what was being charged to 
agriculture that I went into it, eae T am going to obtain more infor- 
mation relative to wheat and feed grains. 


EXPENDITURES ON TOBACCO HOUSING 


Senator ELttenper. What does the Commodity Credit Corporation 
hold on hand, say, on these tobacco houses? As I recall, you spent 
$30 million on those tobacco houses, something like that. 

Mr. Garnett. I think $25 million, something like that, Senator. 

Senator Stennis. Pardon? 

Mr. Garnett. Mostly title 1. 

Senator ELLenper. What have you on hand to show for this $25 
million, a note from the Defense Department or any agreement or any- 
thing of consequence ? 

Mr. Giss. May I answer that question ? 

Mr. Garnett. Answer that question, please. 


AGREEMENT WITH DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Gres. We have an agreement with the Defense Department 
under which we have worked out procedures whereby they will twice a 
year make payments to us out of savings. 
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Senator Exxenper. All right. Suppose they do not collect or sup- 
pose as I said the agreement under which these houses were built ends 
and we move out. Is it written in that agreement that you sustain the 
loss, that is, the Commodity Credit Corporation ? 

Mr. Gres. That is not in the agreement ; that is not spelled out. 

Senator Ex.enper. It is not in there? 

Mr. Garnett. This is not an agreement; that is not in the agree- 
ment. That does not go into that phase. 

Senator Ettenver. But they pay provided they collect? 

Mr. Garnett. That is right. 

Senator Exrrenper. If they not collect you do not get the pay. 

Mr. Garnett. No. 

Senator Toyz. Mr. Chairman, if Senator Ellender is through? 

Senator E:tenper. Yes, I am through. 

Senator Tuyr. Added to that Government responsibility, if and 
when the United States is no longer occupying the property, will we 
be confronted with disposing of that property ? 

Mr. Garnett. No. 

Senator E..enper. No? 

Senator Tuyr. Wait a minute. The United States Government 
would be charged rent for that property existing on the land area of 
Great Britain. Would it be necessary to give the property away in 
order not to be charged with the liability of paying rent on the ground 
occupied ? 

Mr. Garnett. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. No. 

Senator Tuyr, If that is not the case, tell me how the contract reads. 


PROPERTY RENTED TO UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


Mr. Garnett. The housing belongs to the British Air Force. It is 
rented to the United States Air Force for a nominal amount. 

The houses have already been transferred to the British Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Ettenper. We knew that in advance, Senator. That is not 
our problem. : 

Senator Tuyr. The Commodity Credit Corporation has no lien or 
security. 

Senator ELienper. None. 

Senator Ture. Or no mortgage on the property or security from the 
Defense Department. It will be ultimately canceled, and the farm 
program will carry the responsibility that it was a subsidy to agricul- 
ture. 

Senator E.tenper. That is correct. That is what I wanted to say. 


ELECTRIC PLANT IN OKINAWA 


Senator, as I brought out 2 weeks ago with respect to Okinawa, I 
think we have either in this bill or some other pending bill, a tig, se 
to spend $10 million to erect a big facility to generate electricity. Now 


we rented that facility. We put up the money and leased it to a cor- 
poration organized and controlled by Okinawans, and we give them 
as rent, mind you, a certain number of kilowatt-hours per month. 
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They sell those kilowatt-hours and the money goes to the treasury of 
Okinawa. 
Anybody who votes for that ought to be shot at sunup. 


COMMODITIES SHIPPED UNDER TITLE I 


Senator Ture. Mr, Chairman, in closing my remarks, we better 
understand what goes out under title I. So the question is: Can we 
have a listing of the commodities and the produce that have gone out 
under title 1, the total amount that goes out under that title and to 
what countries? Also, what use were the various agencies of the 
Government making of this? 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. And then we have it, and then we will know. 

Mr. Garnett. This is complete. 

Senator Tuyr. The total amount. 

Mr. Garnett. This is complete in the report of the President, sir. 

Senator Ertenper. We get that every month. 

Mr. Garnett. Every few months; yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. Do you have the report right here? 

Mr. Garnett. I have it right here. 

Senator Tye. This is what we are going to be looking at when 
we sit on the Senate floor and try to justify the appropriations that 
will be recommended by the committee. ; 

Senator Exrenper. You can shorten that, can you not and put it 
in the record in answer to Senator Thye’s question ? 

Mr. Garnett. Yes. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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460 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 
REIMBURSABLE PORTION OF PROGRAM 


Senator Stennis. May I ask one question now? And I would like 
for you gentlemen to stay just a minute. 

If I understand, you said there was a $2 billion program and one- 
= billion dollars of that program is reimbursable. 

Mr. Garnett. This is right. 

Senator Stennis. And of that half-billion dollars, $106 million is 
in military housing. 

Mr. Garnett. This is right. 


DEFINITION OF “REIMBURSABLE” 


Senator Stennis. When you got down to what reimbursable meant, 
it just meant that the military reimburses the Commodity Credit Cor- 


poration month by month over every 6-month period as they collect 
the rent. 


Mr. Garnett. This is correct. 

Senator Stennis. That still leaves clear the Commodity Credit 
Corporation is charged with the deficit. What about the rest of this 
program? What about the rest of the half-billion dollars? What 


category does that come under and what about one-half billion dollars 
you haven’t covered ? 


TROOP CONVERSIONS 


Mr. Garnett. First, I will cover the rest of the half-billion dollars. 
This goes into troop conversions, such as in Japan: when soldiers 
bring in their pay checks to the Embassy or to military installation to 
buy Japanese yen, they are buying yen generated under Public Law 
480. 

Senator Stennis. Does that money come back to Commodity Credit 
Corporation ? 

Mr. Garnett. The Commodity Credit Corporation, yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garnett. In the operation of the embassies, the conversion of 
foreign currency for people abroad, including ICA and all of the 
others, any Government agency or private enterprise. 

Senator Srennis. That comes within the $2 billion you mentioned? 

Mr. Garnett. No, the remainder of the $20 million. 

Senator STENNIS. ’ Really 24, plus a percent of the whole amount that 
is set aside for that purpose. Now you pay embassy expenses. I do 
not know what that amounts to. 

Mr. Garnett. Troop conversions? 

Senator Stennis. But for local expenses, sir. 

Mr. Garnett. Local expenses. 

Senator Stennis. Of the various agencies. 

Mr. Garnetr. Any expense for which there is appropriated an 
amount by Government agency. 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Mr. Garnett. They buy their currency from this account. 

Then you raised the question as to what happened to the other bil- 
lion and a half dollars. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Garnett. I can read those off, the half billion we just talked 
about accounts for approximately 24 percent. 
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Senator Stennis. Yes. 

Mr. Garnett. We have set aside 1.7 percent for market develop- 
ment promoting, agricultural commodities; 11.7 percent for military 
procurement—this is primarily in Korea and Pakistan, and countries 
of that kind—2 percent has gone for the purchase of goods for other 
countries, that is, handled by ICA; 2.9 percent has been used or ear- 
marked for grants, that is in India and Greece. In Greece it was set 
aside because of an earthquake and certain disaster relief. 


LOANS FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 


The big amount is 56 percent which is loaned back for economic de- 
velopment in the country. 

Senator ELLenper. Senator Stennis, if you do not mind, will you 
yield ? 

Senator Stennis. Go ahead, sir. 

Senator E.ttenper. The amount of surplus goods or commodities 
that are sold to the countries in southeast Asia, such as Korea, South 
Vietnam, Formosa, and as I understand about 5 or 6 or 7 percent some- 


times up there as much as 60 percent of the amount of surplus sold 
to those countries are loaned back. 


Mr. Garnett. This is correct. 

Senator Ettenver. And it is used for the same purpose as any other 
economic aid, that is, to build roads and to develop their economies. 

Mr. Garnett. I would say it was used for economic 

Senator ExLtenper. Development. 


Mr. Garnerr. Development and it does not provide foreign 
currency. 

Senator Exxenver. No; but they use their own funds. In other 
words, it is used in the same manner as economic aid, because dollars 
that we provide are used to buy 

Mr. Garnett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exienper. Goods and wares and merchandise that are 
brought to the country and sold to the individuals. 

Mr. Garnett. This is right. 

Senator Ettenper. And the amount of money that is collected in the 
host country, is then used by the host country in order to develop their 
roads and other facilities. 

Mr. Garnett. I wanted to distinguish it did not include industrial 
items or imported industrial items. 

Senator Etienver. No; I understand that. 

Can you give the amount ? 

Mr. Garnetr. That information will be in the tables that I have 
given to Senator Thye. 

Senator ELtenper. Good, then. 

Senator Ture. That has gone in the record. 

Senator ELienper. The whole amount already programed. 

Mr. Garnett. For the $3 billion and shows what happened. 

Senator Etzenper. What about the new money, the $2.3 billion? 

Mr. Garnett. That is not programed yet. 

Senator ELLeNper. I suppose it will be used the same way. 

Mr. Garnett. Yes. 
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Senator Stennis. You are in charge of Public Law 480 program ¢ 
Mr. Garnett. Title 1, sir. 
Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


The committee stands in recess until 10:30 tomorrow morning when 

we will take up the Department of Commerce. 
(Whereupon, at 1:12 p. m., Monday, August 12, 1957, the commit- 

tee recessed to reconvene at 10:30 a. m., Tuesday, August 13, 1957.) 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 37, the 
Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman), presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Robertson, 
Magnuson, Holland, Saltonstall, Young, Thye, and Dworshak. 


OPENING STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN 
COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will be in order. 
Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, there are five matters set down 
for hearing today, all of which, I believe, are matters which in the 


regular bill are handled by the subcommittee of which I am the 
chairman. 


We have arranged to hear them in this order: 

First, the Panama Canal Bridge; 

Second, the Small Business Administration requests ; 

Third, the construction of the authorized surveying ship of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey ; 

Fourth, public land highways, Bureau of Public Works; 

Fifth, the additional airport for Washington. 

Now, my suggestion would be that we allow all Senators to be heard, 
both those here, and as they come in, and the same of the Representa- 
tives, because everybody is busy, but that with the exception of that, 


that we stick to this order, because I think that these first four items 
are more or less ex parte. 


CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT, ADDITIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT 
LETTER FROM SENATOR BYRD 


First, I am going to ask that there be incorporated in the record 
relative to the airport hearing, a letter dated August 13, from Senator 
Byrd of Virginia, opposing construction of the Burke Airport. 

Chairman Haypen. It may be placed in the record at this point. 


463 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
August 13,1957. 
The Honorable Spessarp L. HOLLAND, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Spessarp: The Senate Finance Committee is meeting today on the 
monetary investigation with Chairman Martin of the Federal Reserve System 
as the witness. I am, therefore, unable to appear in person at the meeting 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

I have opposed the Burke Airport from the beginning. The Department of 
Commerce has been opposed to it until recently. I have always been convinced 
that another area could be selected that would not have the objections that exist 
to Burke. I do not believe the Department of Commerce has made an adequate 
effort to find a proper location. I think Chantilly should be fully investigated. 

The State of Virginia is considering the establishment of an airport authority. 
No action on this can be taken until next January when the general assembly 
will meet. 

I am convinced that location of the airport at Burke has many objections, 
which would not exist to some other location. I am, therefore, opposed to the 
appropriation now requested. 

With best wishes, I am 

Cordially yours, 
Harry F. Byrp. 
OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. And, Mr. Chairman, Senator Butler of Mary- 
land is here, and I suggest we hear him. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Butler, we will be glad to hear from 
you now. 

Senator Burier. Thank you, Senator Holland. 

Mr. Chairman, with your kind permission, I will put in the record 
a statement which I have prepared. 

Chairman Haypen. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, this distinguished committee has before it today a proposal for 
an appropriation of $12.5 million to begin construction of a second airport at 
Burke, Va., to serve the Washington area. 

It is my considered opinion that if approved by the Congress, the door will be 
opened to one of the most unnecessary boondoggles ever perpetrated on all of 
the taxpayers of these United States. The amount voted by the House is only 
the beginning. In the months to come we will have to raid the public treasury 
for additional millions—perhaps as much as $100 million—to complete this ill- 
advised and extravagant project. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, why is this matter before us today? The answer is very 
simple. The commercial airlines, at the dictation of the Air Transport Associ- 
ation lobby, adamantly refuse to use an existing facility which is admittedly one 
of the finest air facilities in the Nation. I refer to Friendship International 
Airport in nearby Maryland. Here we have an air terminal which could not 
be duplicated for less than the amount required for the Burke boondoggle. It 
is one of the few airports in this country which can, at this very moment, ac- 
commodate jetplanes. Itis virtually free of fog. 

And why, Mr. Chairman, do the airlines refuse to use Friendship? Because 
they have been spoiled by having an airport close to the Nation’s Capital ; within 
a few miles of the heart of the city. So their reaction is that of a spoiled child 
and they want the people of these United States to spend $100 million to pamper 
them. They whine that Friendship is too far when as a matter of fact it is only 
about 10 minutes more distant than the proposed Burke site. In other words 
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they want us to spend $10 million a minute to appease them. I submit that this 
is an outrageous demand in these days when our citizens are subjected to burden- 
some taxes which in many cases deprive them of the necessities of comfortable 
living. : 

The question of a second airport for the National Capital area has occupied 
the Congress for several years. This committee is fully conversant with the 
airport situation. You will recall that a subcommittee headed by my distinguished 
colleague, Senator Holland, recently had the problem under consideration. 

Senator Holland and—I understand—some members of his subcommittee were 
puzzled because Friendship was never tried as a second air facility for this 
area. The distinguished Senator from Florida publicly expressed the hope 
that such a trial would take place. But the commercial airlines bluntly rejected 
the Senator’s fine suggestion. They knew that had they accepted it the Burke 
jig would be up. They knew that a trial would convince Congress and the 
public that Friendship would be the solution to the problem facing us. 

Only recently, not because of choice but of necessity, some long-distance flights 
were channeled into Friendship. This came about through the closing of the 
main runway at National Airport for repairs. The results of this very limited 
use of the Maryland air terminal were not publicized by the air transport lobby 
or by the Washington press. Such news would have militated against the 
Burke boondoggle which they ardently support. 

It should not be surprising to this committee that everything went fine. There 
were no passenger complaints and the ground time between Friendship and 
Washington averaged 40 to 48 minutes, with one trip to the Statler taking only 
36 minutes. This information was supplied to Senator Holland. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge your committee to reject in 
no uncertain terms the proposal before you. It cannot be justified in any re- 
spect. It is uneconomical. It prolongs the danger to air travelers existing at 
National Airport. It squanders unnecessarily the taxes paid by your constituents 
and mine. 

Further, I hope this committee will serve unmistakable notice on the com- 
mercial airlines that their stubbornness will no longer be tolerated; that before 
Congress appropriates another penny for a new airport, Friendship must be 
given a real trial. 

If this committee will compel such a trial there will be no need for Burke or 
any other airport in this vicinity in the near future and the near future en- 
comnpasses the next 10 or 15 years. Propaganda by the air transport lobby and 
the civil aeronautics board that Friendship will be at or near capacity by 1960 
is sheer bunk, deliberately designed to mislead Congress. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 





GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Butter. The salient points of the statement are these: 
(1) The cost, $12,500,000, of course is but the beginning of a very 
expensive project. 

(2) The adamant refusal of the airlines, or the authority or who- 
ever is responsible for it to give Friendship a fair trial. 

(3) The concrete experience within the last several months of the use 
of Friendship when the main strip at National Airport was closed 
down. There was nocomplaint. As a matter of fact, Senator Holland 
knows, and I assume will say something about it later, that the experi- 
ence was very gratifying, and, in one instance, the passengers were 
transferred from Friendship International Airport to the doorstep of 
the Statler Hotel in 36 minutes, and I think the average time was be- 
tween 40 and 45 minutes. 

I think you will find, Mr. Chairman, that the solution to your prob- 
lem lies in the use of Friendship Airport, at least giving it a trial before 
we embark upon the expenditure of untold millions of dollars of the 
taxpayers’ money in these most trying times. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Horianp. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator Butter. Thank you, sir. 
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PANAMA CANAL BRIDGE 


Senator Hotianp. Are there any other Senators or Representatives 
here to make a statement / 

If not, we will proceed to the Panama Canal item. 

The first item for consideration is a request in the amount of $1 
million for work preliminary to the construction of a high-level bridge 
over the Panama Canal at Balboa, C. Z. 


The estimate was transmitted by the President in House Document 
198 of June 18, 1957. 

At this point there will be placed in the record the letter from Mr. 
Merrill Whitman, Secretary of the Panama Canal Company, as well 
as the justifications submitted in support of the request. 

There will also be included the proposed amendment to the bill H. R. 
9131, the supplemental for 1958, and the pertinent portion is the perti- 
nent portion of page 6, House Document 198. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL FUNCTIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PANAMA CANAL COMPANY 


Panama Canal Bridge 


“For expenses necessary for work preliminary to the construction of a high- 
level bridge across the Panama Canal at Balboa, Canal Zone, as authorized by 
the Act of July 23, 1956 (70 Stat. 596), $1,000,000, to remain available until 
expended.” 

The act of July 23, 1956, in conformance with the 1955 Treaty with the Re- 
public of Panama, authorizes and directs the Panama Canal Company to con- 
struct, or to cause to be constructed, and to maintain and operate, a high-level 
bridge, including approaches, over the Panama Canal at Balboa, Canal Zone. 
The estimated total cost of construction is $20 million. 

This proposed appropriation is to provide the agency with funds for subsur- 
face exploration, preparation of plans and specifications, and other activities 
which are preliminary to the construction of the bridge. In view of our treaty 
obligations this preliminary work should not be deferred. 


PANAMA CANAL COMPANY, 
Washington, D. C., August 6, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR HaypEN: The proposed supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1958 submitted by the President with his letter of June 18, 1957 (H. 
Doc. 198) included a request for $1 million for work preliminary to the con- 
struction of a high-level bridge across the Panama Canal as authorized by the 
act of July 23, 1956 (70 Stat. 596). 

In reporting the supplemental appropriation bill, 1958, the House committee 
omitted this item. 

The construction of a bridge across the Panama Canal is required because 
the canal, under the jurisdiction of the United States, bisects the Republic of 
Panama separating the capital city of that country from the principal developed 
rural areas. Existing crossings by ferry and a bridge across the lower approach 
to Miraflores locks do not provide suitable service. The Miraflores bridge is a 
swing span bridge that must be opened for vessels passing through the canal 
and with the canal operating at near capacity the interruptions to traffic are fre- 
quent and lengthy. 
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The proposed bridge will also serve as an important link in the Inter-American 
Highway which soon will be open to this point. 

The United States Government initially undertoek to construct this bridge in 
an executive agreement with the Republic of Panama in 1942. In an agreement 
with the Republic of Panama accompanying the 1955 treaty with that country, 
the United States again agreed to seek legislative authorization and appropri- 
ations for the construction of the bridge. After ratification of the 1955 treaty, 
the Congress authorized the construction of the bridge in the act of July 23, 1956 
(70 Stat. 596). 

The Department of State advises that the early initiation of work on this 
project is important from the standpoint of our relations with the Republic of 


Panama and it is urgently requested that the supplemental appropriation bill be 
amended by inclusion of this item. 
Sincerely, 


MERRILL WHITMAN, Secretary. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


PANAMA CANAL COMPANY 
PANAMA CANAL BRIDGE, BALBOA, C. Z.—PROGRAM AND PERFORMANCE 


A supplemental appropriation in the amount of $1 million is required for 1958 
to provide for subsurface exploration, preparation of plans and specifications, 
and other activities preliminary to the construction of a high-level bridge across 
the Panama Canal at Balboa, C. Z. 

Relation of costs to obligations.—The relationship is derived from year-end 
balances of selected resourecs as reflected in the following table: 


| 
| 1956 actual | 1957 actual | 1958 estimate | 1959 estimate 
| eOr——o——-——————- | 

} 

| 


Selected resources at end of year: Undelivered 
— (a os balances obligated for | 
services on order not yet received) - $200,000 | $11,050,000 
Se cael resources at start of year (—)....--...-|.---------.--. | 
Costs financed from obligations of other years, 


Obligations incurred for costs of other years, | 
Si iadt= Grewad dndaietncriigh Acide vatndacntulenmisinkteiad |-a-onennenees | 11, 050, 000 


PaNnaAMA CANAL BripGe, BatBoa, CanaL ZonE—PaNAMA Cana COMPANY 


Obligations by objects 





Actual, 1957 | Estimate, Estimate, 
1958 1959 


re 


07 Other contractual services_..........--....2..-.-.--.----.- | bain cabtakSS | 


Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


Estimate, Estimate, 
Actual, 1957 1958 59 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Proposed supplemental appropriation 
Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated 
Obligated 


Total budget authorizations available 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Total expenditures— : 
Out of current authorizations. .-............-.__-- je SHER REARS } 
Oust of: prince authoritatione.nns ink he Sdb ia se ee hs | 

Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated. .......-- sais sate tame ecient intearereadneedget naan eee | 
Une ss ee e ik . sa ee esta doin clk ibeiteckaa pe ebeledesn ded | 


Total expenditures and balances 





JUSTIFICATION FOR AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED HIGH-LEVEL BRIDGE ACROSS THE 
PANAMA CANAL AT BALBOA 


The purposes behind the proposed high-level bridge across the canal at Balboa 
are so closely related to foreign policy, international relationships, and treaty 
commitments that justification should not be based entirely on the conventional 
method of balancing cost against the tangible advantages to be gained. An im- 
portant point in the justification for an improved crossing is the generally rec- 
ognized right of Panama to have a more convenient and reasonable means of 
physical communication between the two parts of their country which are sep- 
arated by the Canal Zone. 

A glance at the map of Panama, and of the Canal Zone in particular, is suffi- 
cient to indicate the basic difficulty. The two principal cities of Panama and 
Colon, and the international! airport at Tocumen lie on the east side of the canal; 
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most of the rest of the population, and the most highly developed agricultural 
area, lies on the west side. Moreover, most of the area of Panama City itself is 
close to the canal, within what would have been the 5-mile Canal Zone border 
had not the city already been established there. Expansion of the city is limited 
by the Pacific Ocean to the south, the canal to the west, and the Canal Zone 
boundary to the northwest. It can expand only to the east and northeast and has 
already done so to an unprecedented extent, having more than doubled in popu- 
lation in the past 20 years. A convenient means of access to areas adjacent to 
the Canal Zone border on the west side of the canal in the vicinity of Arraijan 
would open up a large new area for expansion. <A high-level bridge ending on 
the border of Panama City would bring traffic from that area into the heart of 
the city in less time than it now takes commuters who live in the outlying areas 
to the east and northeast. 

Use of the present facilities is already unsuitable for regular commuters from 
the west side areas. The ferry at Balboa cannot handle the present volume of 
traffic alone and the longest delays at the swing bridge over the Miraflores locks 
generally occur at the very hours when commuters are trying to get to work on 
time in the morning or back home at night. This is because the heavy volume of 
northbound marine traffic leaves Balboa in the early mornings hours, while 
southbound traffic from the Atlantic side arrives in the late afternoon hours. 
This causes closures of the bridge to vehicular traffic that average 12 minutes for 
a single lockage and proportionately more for doubles. The ferry runs on a 15- 
minute schedule during the day, making the average wait about half that time 
except in rush periods when the ferry frequentiy is not able to handle all the 
waiting traffic. 

In addition to the local traffic of Panama City and environs, long-distance 
traffic from the western half of Panama to the terminal cities is constantly in- 
creasing in pace with rapid agricultural development and despite the generally 
poor roads in that area. The agricultural development is almost all inclusive 
but one of the fastest growing and most important branches is the cattle industry, 
of both dairy and beef variety, Much of the beef produced is now consumed 
in the Canal Zone. 

Completion of the Pan American Highway all the way from the United States 
to Panama City is now scheduled to be about 2 years from the present time. With 
that event there is bound to be a great increase in the present long-distance traf- 
fic, much of which will be trucking. Extension of the highway through the 
Darien gap to connection with Colombia is now accepted as a probability in the 
not-too-distant future. When that occurs the proposed bridge will be an impor- 
tant link in the highway joining the two Americas. 

In addition to the tangible arguments having to do with expansion of popula- 
tion and traffic, there is another factor important to the Panamanians that can- 
not be overlooked. The rapid physical growth of Panama has been accompanied 
by the development of a strong national spirit that has made the population 
increasingly conscious of the inconvenience resulting from the location of the 
Canal Zone, separating the country into two parts. Panamanians are sensitive 
to having to cross a strip of land under the jurisdiction of, and policed by, a 
foreign power in order to reach other parts of their own country. 

As far back as the late 1930’s the above factors, combined with rapid expansion 
of military establishments in the Canal Zone had caused serious thinking about 
a more dependable and convenient means of crossing the canal than was fur- 
nished by the ferry service. During this period, however, it was generally as- 
sumed that the crossing would be a tunnel rather than a bridge, although com- 
parative estimates were made on both. By September of 1941 negotiations were 
underway with an engineering firm to design a tunnel. Congress deferred the 
project in October of that year, however, and our subsequent involvement in 
World War II caused any specific planning of either a tunnel or bridge to be 
abandoned. In the meantime, partial relief was afforded by constuction of the 
Miraflores swing bridge which was built primarily as an aid to the construction 
of the third locks project. This bridge now carries a large volume of traffic but 
its location, and the long delays often caused by the ever-increasing marine 
traffic, makes it an unsatisfactory facility, particularly from the Panamanian 
point of view. Their right to a more convenient crossing was recognized in 1942 
when it became point 4 of the general relations agreement of that year and remains 
one of the few unfulfilled commitments. The Panamanian rights were recog- 
nized again in the 1955 Eisenhower-Remon treaty revisions and became a specific 
item in the new treaty. Finally, the construction, at an estimated cost of $20 
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million was authorized by Congress. President Hisenhower signed the bill on 
July 23, 1956, in the course of a visit to Panama and the Canal Zone. 

The relative merits of a tunnel and bridge have been studied. The former is 
generally recognized as the least vulnerable in the military sense while the latter 
provides the most convenient access to and from Panama City because of the 
elevated approaches across the most congested parts of the Canal Zone. As- 
suming these arguments balanced each other, estimated construction and maint- 
enance costs greatly favored the bridge. In February of 1954 the Governor of 
the Canal Zone concluded that a high-level bridge would be more desirable. 
The Governor was informed by memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Army dated October 11, 1954, that the Chief of Staff considered a bridge 
preferable to a tunnel and that the Departments of the Navy and Air Force 
concurred in this view. 

The cost of a 2-lane, high-level bridge, clearing the high water of the canal 
by at least 200 feet with a main channel span of about 1,000 feet was estimated 
at $20 million on basis of performing the design in fiscal year 1958 and commenc- 
ing construction in fiscal year 1959. For each year of delay in appropriation, 
this estimate will be increased by about 5 percent to compensate for generally 
rising construction costs. In addition, Congress was recently advised that if 
the $1 per hour minimum wage should be made applicable to the bridge project, 
the cost would be increased an estimated $2 million. 

Traffic counts made in late 1954 and early 1955 showed an average daily use 
of the ferry by 1,869 vehicles and of the Miraflores swing bridge by 5,648 ve- 
hicles. It was estimated that 75 percent of these vehicles, or a total of about 
5,600, were of Canal Zone or United States military registration. 

It has not been the intention of the canal organization to fix the type of bridge. 
This would better be accomplished by an experienced firm of consulting engi- 
neers which can offer a choice of several basic types from which the canal au- 
thorities can make a selection. The Navy has requested a minimum vertical 
clearance of 201 feet above mean high water within the limits of the canal 
channel. The channel to be cleared is 600 feet wide but existing subsurface 
data indicates a main span of nearer 1,000 feet. This length dictates steel con- 
struction for the main span but most of the approaches can be either steel or 
concrete. Limiting approach grades of 5 percent are contemplated which will 
place the end of the Panama City approach on the border between that city 
and the Canal Zone. A branch approach will serve traffic from the Balboa 
area. On the west side of the canal, the approach will meet the present Thatcher 
Highway a little less than a mile beyond the present west bank ferry landing. 

A tentative construction schedule has been developed on the basis of which 
the bridge would be completed in 4%4 years from the time the initial funds are 
appropriated. Six months’ time is estimated for preliminary design of the 
bridge as a whole, followed by another 6 months for final design of the sub- 
structure and 1 year for the superstructure, these latter 2 running concurrently. 
Subsurface exploration would run concurrently with preliminary design and 
overlap some of the final design period. It is estimated that (1) substructure 
construction could start within 15 months and be completed within 1 year there- 
after; (2) superstructure start within 21 months and be completed in 2% years 
thereafter; relocations, approaches, and miscellaneous items be started within 


15 months and be completed in about 3 years thereafter. Expressed in tabular 
form this schedule would appear as follows: 


Item | Begin | Complete 

Preliminary design. 343 5=-08 a ee ~~ M+0 | M+6 

Substructure design - - ; ted oa M+7 M+12 
Superstructure design. _- : . ch iF M+7 M+18 
Core drilling... ; Lpckedleiacins abe ee --| M+3_ | M-+10 
Substructure construction. -. Sopa apeeintaes saya gaehial bbe Eeaiewael M+15 M+27 
Superstructure construction... : ea Faw Pape em gat aa M+21 M+51 
Relocations, approaches, and miscellaneous... ..............--..-...----. <.. | M+15 M+54 








Since the original deferment action by the Congressional Appropriation Com- 
mittee, the Bureau of the Budget has resubmitted the request for a supplemental 
appropriation for $1 million to initiate the preliminary activities in fiscal year 
1958, of subsurface exploration and development of plans and specifications for 
the high-level bridge at Balboa. Should the latest request for supplemental 
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funds be approved and made available in the amount of $1 million for fiscal year 
1958 the following obligation and expenditure schedules would obtain: 





' 








Fiseal year | Obligation | Expenditure 
' 
tiv wooe ous lode | $1,000, 000 $300, 000 
odie weisseesell. wd... em bied. acs. taser 17, 150, 000 6, 300, 000 
ll natalie iD ee a 1, 250, 000 7, 166, 000 
cals erat adie bs wate. 501, 000 4, 550, 000 
Be Sb db seccd sci mbbledieeuen.dbese ble JL a. Ni 3 99, 000 1, 184, 000 





NOt teinchee hr nasts<tnenaeniabereentiivemaeren ninieiaiinatiatanst | 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 





Should the $1 minimum wage be invoked, the cost of the bridge will be increased 
by 10 percent, or from $20 million to $22 million for fiscal years 1958-62. 


PANAMA CANAL COMPANY 
(P. 2, following line 20) 


Re aa cree ee ee eee ae None 
I I aan nase epee enn aeeeaeatataeee eee eee nee $1, 000, 000 
Er nn ee eee eee ere ee ae Sek None 
Decrease, House allowance from amount requested_____-____-_--_- —1, 000, 000 
Sry. nn eee ek eer ee eee, ae 1, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 
On page 2, following the matter now beginning on line 20, insert: 
“PANAMA CANAL COMPANY, PANAMA CANAL BRIDGE 


“For expenses necessary for work preliminary to the construction of a high- 
level bridge across the Panama Canal at Balboa, Canal Zone, as authorized by 


the Act of July 23, 1956 (70 Stat. 596), $1,000,000, to remain available until 
expended.” 


HOUSE REPORT 


This item was not mentioned in the House report, although it was included in 
the proposed supplemental apropriation for 1958 submitted by the President with 
his letter of June 18, 1957 (H. Doc. 198). 


JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed amendment would appropriate $1 million to provide for sub- 
surface exploration, preparation of plans and specifications, and other activities 
preliminary to the construction of a high-level bridge across the Panama Canal 
at Balboa, C. Z., as authorized by the act of July 23, 1956 (70 Stat. 596). The 
United States first undertook to construct such a bridge in the general relations 
agreement between the United States and Panama dated May 18, 1942 (execu- 
tive agreement series 452). Subsequently, in item 5 of the memorandum of 
understandings reached with the Republic of Panama accompanying the 1955 
treaty with that country, the United States Government undertook to seek 
legislative authorization and necessary appropriations for the construction of 
the bridge at Balboa referred to in point 4 of the 1942 agreement. Following 
ratification of the 1955 treaty and accompanying agreement, the Congress author- 
ized the construction of the bridge in the act of July 23, 1956 (70 stat. 596). 

The total cost of the project is estimated at $20 million. The amount requested 
in this appropriation is for preliminary subsurface exploration, preparation of 
plans and specifications, and similar preliminary activities. 

The Department of State has advised that the early initiation of work on this 
project is important from the standpoint of our relations with the Republic of 
Panama. 


ACTION BY HOUSE CONFEREES 


Senator Horianp. This, Mr. Chairman, is the renewal of a request 
made in House Document 115 of March 12, 1957. Following that 
request the Senate inserted the item in the bill, but it was disallowed 
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in conference at the insistence of the House conferees. It was inserted 
in ~ third supplemental for 1957, but was disallowed by the House 
conferees. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Whitman, Secretary of the Panama Canal Au- 
thority, is here. 

Mr. Whitman, will you briefly state the position of the Authority 
which you represent ¢ 

PANAMA CANAL COMPANY 


STATEMENT OF MERRILL WHITMAN, SECRETARY 
SUPPORT OF REQUEST 


Mr. Wuirman. Thank you, Senator Holland. 

Mr. Chairman, I am appearing this morning in support of a request 
by the President for an appropriation of $1 million for preliminary 
work in construction of a high-level bridge at Balboa, C. Z. 

The purpose of the construction of this bridge is primarily for the 
benefit of the Republic of Panama. The Republic stands in a unique 
relationship to the United States Government, in that it has given a 
strip of its land, 10 miles in width, in the very center of the Republic, 
through which the Panama Canal has been constructed. This cuts the 
Republic in two, literally, so that the capital city of the Republic is 
separated from the main rural areas of the Republic and has left the 
people of the Republic of Panama with no satisfactory means of 
travel between the interior of their country and the capital city. 

In 1942 the United States Government agreed to build a bridge 
across the canal at Balboa, within the jurisdiction of the United States 
Government in the Canal Zone. Because of shortage of materials and 
men during World War IT, the construction of the bridge was delayed, 
and, in 1955, in connection with the negotiation of a new treaty with 
the Republic of Panama, the United States again agreed to go ahead 
with this project. 

Last year, in the last session of Congress, the construction of this 
bridge was authorized, and the Panama Canal Company was made 
the agent for the construction of the bridge by the United States 
Government. 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF BRIDGE 


The total cost of the bridge is estimated at approximately $20 mil- 
lion. The request at this time is for $1 million for preliminary work 
and design. Incidentally, the bridge will also provide a crossing for 
the Inter-American Highway at this point, and it will also provide an 
essential crossing for military and civilian personnel in the Canal 
Zone. 

The construction of the bridge will result in a saving to the Panama 
Canal Company of approximately $700,000 a year through the discon- 
tinuance of a ferry now operated across the canal in the vicinity of 
Balboa and the discontinuance of a lew-level swing-span bridge that 
is across the canal at Miraflores locks. The ferry and Miraflores 
Bridge are now used for getting from one side of the canal to another. 

The Miraflores Bridge is not located in a satisfactory position. It 
requires a long detour from the Republic of Panama to reach it, and, 
furthermore, the swing-span bridge is opened a great deal of the time 
during the day because of the traffic through the canal, resulting in 
many long interferences with traffic across the bridge. 
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Chairman Haypen. I am surprised that the cost is, you say $700,- 
000 a year. 


Mr. Wurman. Savings, sir. 
Chairman Hayprn. The present cost or savings. 


COST OF OPERATION OF FERRY 


Mr. Wuirman. The cost of operation of the ferry now is about 
$600,000 a oi the cost of the maintenance and operation of the 
swing-span bridge is about $100,000. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, if I could make this brief state- 
ment from my own observation—and you will remember I went down 
at your request to look over the situation—it seems to me that this in- 
vestment would be well worth while, if only our own needs were con- 
sidered, because some of the defense establishments are on the west 
side of the canal and some on the east, and because some of the per- 
sonnel live on one side and some on the other. Taking into considera- 
tion the fact that the principal settlements in the Republic, other thar 
Panama City, lie west of the canal, between the canal and Costa Rica, 
an almost intolerable situation results. 

I personally, in the brief stay that I was in the Panama Canal Zone, 
saw several long lines of traffic tied up at the Miraflores locks, which 
is the only place where truck traffic can cross now, and then only 
when the lock is not in use, so as to permit closing the bridge. It 
seems to me that not only is the present situation intolerable from 
the standpoint of the Republic of Panama, to whom we are obligated 
by treaty obligations to build this bridge, but from also our own 
point of view. It is a tremendous waste of manpower and dollars to 
jeave the communication as interrupted as it is now. 


Now, Mr. Whitman, is there someone here from the State Depart- 
ment? 


Mr. Wurman. Yes, sir. 


Senator Hottanp. Does anyone else wish to address questions to 
Mr. Whitman? 


Senator Robertson ? 
Senator Rogertson. No. 
Senator Hotianp. We will now hear from the State Department, 


Mr. Snow, the Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. SNOW, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY 
WILLIAM E. PRICE, DESK OFFICER FOR PANAMANIAN AFFAIRS 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Snow. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. Snow. 

Chairman Haypen. Please be seated, Mr. Snow. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Snow. Sir, I have a prepared statement. Do you wish me to 
read it for the record? 

Chairman Haypen. You may insert it in the record if you wish and 
highlight it—tell us what it is. 
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Senator Hotianp. The statement will be inserted in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am William P. Snow, Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs of the Department of State. I 
am accompanied by Mr. William E. Price, desk officer for Panamanian affairs of 
the Department of State, who is a member of my staff. 

I am present this morning to testify on behalf of the Department of State in 
support of an appropriation request for $1 million with which the Panama Canal 
Company could initiate engineering studies and begin the design of and prelim- 
inary work on a bridge over the Panama Canal at Balboa. This forms part of the 
President’s request transmitted in House Document 198 for the fiscal year 1958. 

For some years past the Panamanian Government and people have been urging 
that the United States either build a new bridge over or a tunnel under the canal 
at the Pacific end. In 1942, during the war the United States formally recognized 
its responsibility in that sense and agreed to the following language in an ex- 
change of notes signed on May 18, 1942: 

“The Government of the United States is well aware of the importance to the 
Government and the people of Panama of constant and rapid communication 
across the Panama Canal at Batboa and is willing to agree to the construction of 
a tunnel under or a bridge over the canal at that point, when the present emer- 
gency has ended. Pending the carrying out of this project, the Government of 
the United States will give urgent attention, consistent with the exigencies of the 
present emergency, to improving the present ferry service.” 

After the close of the war, further discussions were held about the inadequacy 
of transit facilities across the Balboa end of the canal. As a result of those dis- 
cussions, item 5 of the memorandum of understandings reached, which forms an 
integral part of our treaty of 1955 with Panama, was agreed upon by the two 
Governments. It reads as follows with regard to action by our Government: 

“Legislative authorization and the necessary appropriations will be sought 
for the construction of a bridge at Balboa referred to in point 4 of the Genera) 
Relations Agreement of 1942.” 

On July 20, 1956, an enabling act was passed which authorized the Panama 
Canal Company to construct, maintain, and operate a high-level bridge over the 
canal at Balboa. It also provided that the expenses of constructing, maintaining, 
and operating such a bridge and the approaches thereto were to be treated as 
extraordinary expenses incurred through a directive based on national policy 
and not related to the operations of the Panama Canal Company. In the same 
month of July 1956 President Eisenhower, while attending the Conference of 
Presidents of the American Republics being held in Panama City, signed into law 
the enabling legislation. There now remains the further fulfillment of our com- 
mitment. 

I might say that at the present time there are only two ways for vehicular 
traffic to cross the canal at the Pacific end, One is by ferry at Balboa and the 
other is by using a two-lane drawbridge at the Miraflores locks. The Miraflores 
bridge is a low-level structure built so that its two center spans swing aside as 
ships transit the canal at that point. When the ships are passing, which is not 
infrequently, all traffic over the bridge must stop because the ships have the right 
of way. The projected high-level bridge would provide a badly needed supple- 
ment to and partial replacement of the two existing facilities just described 
and would come to be an important link between the Inter-American Highway 
which runs from the Mexican border to Panama, and the Pan American Highway 
which is designed to run south from Panama City and connect with the road net- 
work on the continent of South America: 

From the time when notes were exchanged with the Panamanian Government 
in 1942 recognizing the obligation of building a bridge or tunnel, a period of 15 
years has elapsed during which the need for the structure has been increasing and 
the expectations of the Panamanian people have been growing in proportion. 

The United States, as I am sure the committee will agree, places a high value 
upon cordial relations with the Republic of Panama. We desire to maintain their 
friendship and good will toward us, and we wish to avoid any action or inaction 
which would cause them to question our intent. 

Reports from our Ambassador to Panama are to the effect that not only is the 
Panamanian Government seriously disappointed that no action has been taken 
so far to appropriate funds under the enabling act of last year but also that 
the public, which reads constantly in the press about the bridge project, more than 
shares the disappointment of the Government. Considering that the proposed 
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bridge is a genuinely necessary structure, that our Government has acknowledged 
the obligation to build such a bridge, that authorizing legislation was passed a 
year ago, and that the Government and people of the Republic of Panama are 
counting on us to proceed with the fulfillment, I should like strongly to urge the 
approval of the appropriation request now before this committee, which is for $1 
million and which forms a part of the President’s request transmitted in House 
Document 198 for the fiscal year 1958. 


IMPORTANCE OF EARLY COMPLETION OF BRIDGE 


Senator Hoxi.anp. Will you briefly state, from the standpoint of 
Inter-American relations, the importance for the early completion 
of this bridge. 

Mr. Snow. Yes. sir. 

I should like to emphasize, if I may, that not only is the bridge im- 

ortant, as Senator Holland said, for our own purposes, but we also 
1ave an obligation to the Republic of Panama to construct the bridge. 

The Government and people of Panama ever since the war in 1942, 
and even prior to that, have been urging that a bridge or, alternatively, 
a tunnel, be constructed at the Pacific side end of the canal. 

At the present time, as Mr. Whitman said, there are only two ways 
to cross the canal at the Pacific end, where the traffic is heavy. One is 
by ferry with its attendant delays, the other is by a drawbridge at the 
Miraflores locks. Whenever ships are passing through the canal at 
that point, the drawbridge has to be swung open because the ships have 
the right-of-way. The traffic through the canal is such that there are 
frequent interruptions and long delays affecting the vehicular traffic. 

The treaty has been referred to by the Senator. I will merely men- 
tion it again, if I may. 


TREATY AGREEMENTS 


Chairman Haypen. You may include the text of the particular 
agreement in the record. In other words, the question is, Shall we re- 
spect our treaty agreements? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypven. If we have the text of the agreement, I think 
that should be all we need. 

Mr. Snow. It is included. I have in my prepared statement Mr. 
Chairman, a quotation from the pertinent documents. One is an ex- 
change of notes, and the other is from the text of our treaty of 1955. 

Chairman Haypen, I see. 


CRITICAL OBLIGATION TO REPUBLIC OF PANAMA 


Senator Hottanp. May I just ask this question: Do you regard the 
completion of this high-level bridge as one of the more critical obliga- 
tions which we assume to the Republic of Panama, and which the Re- 
public is most anxious to have fulfilled with the shortest possible 
delay ? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, Senator. I support that statement. 

Mr. Whitman pointed out that the canal cuts rignt through the 
center of the Republic and anybody trying to pass from the capital 


city at the Pacific end to the northern portion of the country has to 
cross the canal. The Panamanian people have been most eager to have 
this bridge built and as time passes and traffic needs grow, have become 
even more anxious for the completion of this project. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 477 


Chairman Haypen. We made a solemn promise and the treaty was 
ratified by the Senate, that we would do this, did we not? 

Mr. Snow. Yes. 

Chairman Haypen. It is a moral obligation, it-seems to me. 


TIME REQUIRED FOR COMPLETION OF BRIDGE 


Senator Hottanp. How many years, Mr. Whitman or Mr. Snow, 
are contemplated as being required for the completion of the structure 
from the time this planning money is made available ? 

Mr. Snow. Could Lask Mr. Whitman to answer that? 

Mr. Wuirman. Four years or so. 

Senator HoLianp. So, we are not disposing of it, Mr. Chairman, by 
making this money available. It will take 4 years to complete. It is 
quite a heavy project. 

Senator Ettenper. What is going to be the cost of it, do you know ? 

Mr. Wurman. $20 million, Senator. 

Senator ELrtenper. What was the cost first estimated at? Do you 
know ¢ ' 

Mr. Wuirman. That is estimated at $20 million. 

Senator Ertenper. Way back when ? 

Mr. Wurrman. About 3 years ago. 

Senator ELLenper. Three years ago? 

Mr. Wrirman. Yes. 

Senator Ertenper. Why did we not build that before now? Why 
is there a rush now ? 

Mr. Wnirmayn. It is a rush now, Senator, if I may answer, because 
im the 1955 treaty with the Republic of Panama we reconsidered all 
the outstanding items between the two countries, and the United 
States Government again agreed to build the bridge as soon as Con- 
gress would authorize the construction and appropriate the money. 

Senator E.itenper. Was that bridge to be erected when the first 
treaty was made with respect to the Panama Canal ? 

Mr. Wurman. No; it was not in that treaty. 

Senator Ettenper. This was a new one? 

Mr. Wrirman. That is right. 

Senator EL.tenper. When we raised the ante in paying the yearly 
rental to Panama, was it not? 

Mr. Wurrman. No. We first agreed to build it in 1942, in connec- 
tion with negotiations for defense sites. 

Senator E.nenprer. What was the occasion of the treaty in 1942? 
Was that a treaty which amended the previous treaty ? 

Mr. Wuirman. No, sir; they were executive agreements. They 
did not amend the treaty, but the object was to obtain defense sites in 
the Republic of Panama. 

Senator Ertenper. Who made those promises ? 

Mr. Wuirman. The President. 

Senator ELtenper. The President ? 

Mr. Wuirman. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. Executive agreements? 

Mr. Wuirmay. Yes, sir. The agreement was effected by an ex- 
change of notes. 

Senator ELtenper. Without consultation from anybody ? 

Mr. Wuirman. I am not sure of that. 
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Senator Hotianp. I was advised when I was down there that was 
done during the war as a war-measure, in connection with Cthadning 
new sites which we needed, and new maneuver arrangements, an 
also naval arrangements along the coast, and certainly was done as a 
part of the military effort. The Senate has since ratified it as a 
solemn obligation, adopting the treaty of 1955. 

Are there any further questions, Senator Ellender ? 

Senator Magnuson ? 

Senator Macnuson. This is part of the treaty that we are now im- 
plementing by legislation, is that correct? 

Mr. Snow. Sir, the enabling act was passed last year. 

Senator Magnuson. On the bridge? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, on the bridge. 

Senator Macnuson. But then it is also implementation by legisla- 
tion; as a matter of fact, we have it in conference right now, on the 
exchange of land. 

Is that the same treaty # 

Mr. Wurman. Thesame treaty. 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir; the same treaty. 

Senator Hottanp. There are various obligations incurred by us in 
connection with this treaty, but this is—— 

Senator Magnuson. One of them? 

Senator Hottanp. One which stands out by itself, and which is of 
immense importance, not just to them but also to us, by reason of the 
fact that we have defense installations on both sides of the canal and 
hundreds of our people living on both sides. 

Senator Macnuson. I understand that. I was trying to get the 
record to point out that this is a part of the whole treaty that was made 
in 1955, including the exchange of lands. 

Senator Hottanp. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. Which is now causing us to get into serious con- 
troversy. In fact, we are having a conference on it tomorrow. The bill 
passed, the Senate attached an amendment to it. I was wondering 
whether this had anything attached to it. 

This is purely building a bridge, is it? 


LINK OF INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Senator Hotianp. One other feature of it is the southernmost link 
or eastern link of the Inter-American Highway, where the Inter- 
American Highway crosses out of the rural side of Panama into the 
capital city, thus completing the mileage from the Mexican border to 
Panama City. 

Senator ehasbouiiie Let me ask one thing. 

Is the $20 million going to be added to the capital investment of 
the Panama Canal Company? 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Whitman? 

Senator Macnuson. You better be sure about that or we will have 
some trouble. 

Mr. Wurrman. I am sure about that, Senator, and I wanted to men- 
tion it a while ago. 

The enabling legislation last year said the cost of the bridge and the 
expense of maintaining the bridge be paid for out of the Treasury and 
not charged to the Panama Canal Company. 
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Senator, E:tenper. What would be the objection in getting it out 
of the Panama Canal Company’s revenues? As I recall, when the 
treaty was first entered into, in fact, I was under the impression, al- 
though I was not here to pass upon it, that in time the entire expense 
of this canal, the building of it, would be repaid out of the revenues 
from the operation of the canal. Now we find ourselves with the origi- 
nal investment intact. True we are getting interest on it, but nothing 
on the principal, and now you are going to add $20 million, not to the 
cost of the canal, but as a separate and distinct project to be paid for 
by the taxpayers of our countr y, and the operation of it, willbe by the 
Panama Canal Company. 

Mr. Wurman. It will be operated by the Panama Canal Company. 

Senator ELtenper. At its own expense ? 

Mr. Wuirman. No, sir; at the expense of the taxpayers. 

Senator Ex.tenver. That is nice, very nice. I ee who entered 
into that one. 

Mr. Wuirman. The theory of that, Senator Ellender, was that the 
bridge was provided, not as a part of the operation of the canal, but 
solely in furtherance of our diplomatic relations with the Republic of 
Panama. In other words, it is not a part of the cost of the operation 
of the Company; it is a cost resulting fr rom a decision based on national 

olicy. 
° Senator Macnuson. The bridge is separate and does not help the 
people who use the Panama Canal one way or another, I mean, the 
shipping that goes in and out. 

Senator Youna. Here is the bad aspect, though. When you go down 
to Panama, almost everyone, including quite'a few Americans, claim 
the United States Government has reaped a great profit down there, 
and that we should give some of the people of Panama the benefit of 
that. Here we are making another big investment which the people 
of Panama will never know anything about, at least, 5 years from 
now, and they still think we are making a great profit and wonder 
why we don’t share it with them. I agree completely with Senator 
Ellender’s position. 

Senator Hortanp. Mr. Chairman, no matter how we might view 
it at this time, it has been embraced in a treaty which the Senate 
ratified. It has been embraced in legislation. 

Senator Ex.enper. It was a secret treaty. It was an Executive 
order. 

Senator Horianp. It was placed in the treaty of 1955. 

Senator Exrenpver. Originally, though, worked out without the 
consent of Congress or the knowledge of Congress. If that is so it is 
a secret agreement and that is why I am so much in favor of the 
Bricker amendment, to prevent things like this. 

Senator Hortanp. It was worked out in’ wartime and’ worked out 
with the Senate in ratification of the 1955 treaty and then provided 
for by the Congress in passage of Public Law 753 of the 84th Con- 
gress, which is printed in the hearings of the third supplemental 
appropriations bill at page 143, so I will not ask that it: be reprinted. 

Tnless there is further evidence on this, Mr. Chairman, we pass to 
the next item. 

Does anybody else have any questions here ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Snow and Mr. Whitman. 

93207—57——31 
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Now, Senator Beall has come in and has testimony on another item. 
Pursuant to our original arrangement, I ask that he be heard at this 
time. 

Senator Magnuson. May we go off the record ? 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hottanp. Senator Beall. 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL. 


Senator Beaty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen, thank you very much for letting me testify now. It 
will only take me about.30 seconds, I hope. 

In one of my recent newsletters, I mentioned the fact that a plant 
labeled “Money Tree” is currently occupying a whimsically promi- 
nent place in the Senate Disbursing Office. 

I then pointed out that unfortunately the plant has thus far been 
far more decorative than financially productive, and consequently the 
Federal Government must still rely on taxes to pay for its spending. 

This elementary fact, it seems, is sometimes completely ignored, as 
in the case of the perennially resurrected Burke Airport. proposal, 
which we have with us again today. 

For half a dozen years the advocates of this plan to build an un- 
necessary airport at Burke, Va. have asked for funds, and each year 
they willfully disregard the fact that the ultimate cost would be 2 or 
3 times as much as their initial request. 

The dictionary defines a “boondoggle” as “any impracticable or 
useless project, wasteful of time and money” and no word is more ap- 
plicable to the Burke Airport proposal. 

Instead of rehashing this frequently discredited issue every year, as 
we have had to do, we should be making long overdue preparations for 
the immediate utilization of the encillant and accessible facilities of 
Friendship International Airport. 

I sincerely hope that this time we will be able to kill the Burke 
plan for good, realizing that it is nothing more than a proposal for an 
extravagant expenditure of funds for an unnecessary airport in an 
area which is already overcrowded with air traffic and where. the 
residents and their Representatives in the Congress have bitterly 
opposed having such a project foisted upon them. 

Sduator Hoizanp. Are there any questions ? 

Thank you, Senator Beall. 

Senator Beatn. Thank you very much. 

Senator Robertson, do you wish to make a statement now or later, 
when we are taking up the Burke project directly ? 

Senator Roserrson. I would rather make my comment when every- 
body has their minds on the airport. 
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Senator Hoitzanp. All right. 
Mr. Chairman, the next project, then, is the Small Business Admin- 


istration. 
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES AND REVOLVING FUND 


STATEMENT OF WENDELL B. BARNES, ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY KEITH L. HANNA, CONTROLLER 


BUDGET ESTIMATE AND LANGUAGE REQUESTS 


Senator Hotianp. The next item for consideration is an estimate in 
the amount of $11,650,000 for salaries and expenses, Small Business 
Administration. 

This estimate consists of a requested appropriation of $2,570,000 
and language authorizing the transfer of not to exceed $8,590,000 from 
the revolving fund and $490,000 from the fund for liquidation of Re- 
construction Finance Corporation disaster loans. 

There is also included language earmarking $860 of the revolving 
fund transfer as a reserve for contingencies. This item. was trans- 
mitted to the Senate in Senate Document 57 dated August 7, 1957. 

It is noted that the act authorizing the extension of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration, Public Law 120, was approved August 3, 1957. 

There is also requested in the same document an additional $100 
million for additional capital for the revolving fund of the Small 
Business Administration. 

JUSTIFICATIONS 


At this point there will be placed in ther ecord the justifications in 


support of these requests, and pertainent extracts from Senate Docu- 
ment 57. 


(The information referred to follows :) 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
, EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE CHANGE 


Due to highly unpredictable changes in economic conditions; it is impossible 
to estimate precisely the workload which may occur a year hence in the financial 
assistance program. In order to provide flexibility needed to meet workload 
changes, it is proposed that the amount to be authorized for transfer from the 
revolving fund, SBA, to the appropriation for salaries and expenses include’ a 
10-percent contingency reserve, to be apportioned for use when unanicipated pro- 
gram volume warrants the use of it, and then only with the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

As an example of our estimating difficulties, the 1957 budget was predicated on 
a business loan application level of 350 per month. Through May, the applica- 
tions averaged 577, with 702 received in March. When such increases occur, 
backlogs develop and many small businesses may suffer seriously due to our in- 
ability to handle their requests promptly. 

The proposed authority will permit the Bureau of the Budget to provide addi- 
tional administrative funds immediately to process loan applications, closings, 
ete., which exceed the budgeted level, thereby preventing the accumulation of 
large backlogs, which result in hardships on borrowers needing funds for opera- 
tion of their businesses. 
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Salaries and expenses, Small Business. Administration 





Actual, 1956 | Estimate, | Estimate, 
a 1958 


1957 














PROGRAM RY ACTIVITIES 









































1. Procurement and technical assistance... -.-.........-- nian dali | $1, 625, 199 $1, $75, 500 $2, 570, 000 
De PIN oi coo 5 oc eas tladiadenieidobiina’: 4, 333, 718 5, 602, 000 1 7, 730, 000 
3.» Liquidation of Reconstruction Finance Corporation disaster | 
. pT SE PE AE eS a SY A Se | 561; 801 ‘490, 000 490, 000 
Total obligations: <2) 2 22.0.2. .sf2 Fe eit Ae 6, 520, 718 7, 967, 500 10, 790, 000 
FINANCING 
' 
Advances and reimbursements from other accounts--_---...--- —4, 408, 635 —6, 092,000 | —8, 220,000 
Unobligated balance no longer available __......-.----..----..- 15,917 | 24, 500 |earnnse-pennne 
See A... ccnanninanns Sv tilie-dadbinl-snbinits | 2,128,000 | 1,900, 000 | 2, 570, 000 
| 
1 Exeludes contingency reserve of $860,000. 
Obligations by objects 
Object Classification Actual, 1956 | Estimate, Estimate, 
1957 1958 
Total number, of permanent positions___...-.......--.-.-.---- 831 1, 252 | 1, 521 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions... ......-...-.-.-. 32 8 1 
Average number of all employees_--____--...--.--.-------.---- 793 1,015 1, 425 
Number of employees at end of year_-___-_--.-- ~epithve baht 821 1, 200 1, 475 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
I Ol ce ai $6, 517 $6, 085 $5, 888 
A Veneer) 4. os sk aad A ae G8-8.6 GS8-8.2 GS-80 
01 Personal services: : 
Permanent — Lwin a heiwwe aw etene Rade Gen bebe $4, 998, 625 $6, 179, 000 $8, 505, 500 
Positions other than permanent-_-_-............------- 175, 924 42, 000 5, 000 
Regular pay above 52-week base. --......--<.-.--.----- Oe A Elicia teecieaint 32, 500 
Payment above basic rates__._..........-----.-----.-- 70, 140 82, 000 28, 000 
Other payments for personal services_...-.........---- 51, 225 a PON. sé sekeksiele 
ERE DONNIE GUE PUN iin tics ecn thine cdaibccsctend 5, 315, 504 6, 375, 000 8, 571,000 
i ert is hs lena pads tes eehek Maen 842, 410 400, 000 689, 900 
ie NS =e 10, 902 20, 000 17, 800 
04 Communication services__-_--.....-......:.--....-------- 176, 696 225, 000 230, 000 
Os ee 8 denne en anasto san caee 12, 078 50, 000 183, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction__.--.__-...-.-.-..------------- 77, 029 100, 000 111, 400 
07 Other contractual services. _—..:.'.2-+.-..--.2s------i... 252, 441 200, 000 127, 900 
Services performed by other agencies Ls nachicestiiaes aaatiasd 76, 483 80, 000 100 
08 Supplies and materials__._..._..........----..--..---.... 58, 599 90,000 110, 500 
Sg ithaca idiitiinaie Rented me teematinebnlctneralte: 61, 402 174, 000 136, 400 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions._.......-........-..- , 970 3, 500 3, 500 
Contribution to retirement fund. .......-....2...2..-- 119, 739 | . 230, 000 497, 500 
13. Refunds, awards, and indemnities_.._..........-...-....- 630 5, 000 5, 000 
16. ‘Tames and aeneeaments... ..- -.. .- ncn ncncenon-$eocnea-eo- 10, 835 15, 000 10, 000 
Weta eRe is a SR 6,520, 718 7, 967,500 | — 10, 790, 000 
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Summary of personal services by organizational unit 






























































1957 estimate 1958 estimate Difference 
Num-| Amount | Num-| Amount | Num- 
ber ber 
WASHINGTON 
PIII sini crciintmtdinensionin- 15 $122, 530 15 EM ME Lnciseudnatlnkonnntihaad 
WeomMatnts CAVE... ce woeiwccccccccscue 9 72, 975 15 110, 860 
CIEE CHINO... co cicddoqusacemnnaceenl 29 211, 360 41 279, 095 12 
pS Cr eee ae ee ee a 78, 395 9 78 FOG dh ttisnewedesecioc.-. 
aw Administrator for Financial Assist- 
eile sD cil rtivdwcisincrs shiva g Una Ata dice 27, 330 3 WEEE Piveseretiacecadlosen 
Financial SOME ciac 2 -- - BS Be edancedes 36 277, 855 MOB Diinmneesiinte Slee... 
Deputy Administrator for Procurement and 
Technical Assistance_...-.........-.-.------ 41, 250 4 TE lnmecnandlonneshsieliics 
Procurement and technical assistance --___-_-- 38 302, 070 43 332, 955 5 
Deputy Administrator for Administration-__-_-- 2 22, 575 2 MES Buc cekcadbe. th des 
io | ee ee oe eee 6 47, 660 6 43, GOD hs noenenalssieTs~..-- 
CQNOUNNES 28.525 oe Aik U cneenededadae 49 289, 610 56 316, 145 7 
Organization and management (including 
administrative service) ...........----.- 55 262, 589 61 286, 271 6 
Peete ici. ash ees 18 107, 375 21 127, 470 3 
can cinntannnda ate e 273 | 1,863,574 | 312 | 2,070,391 | 39 
EE Ws in os 6.2 arise eh newemiencien ange due 153,574} 15.8 83,391 | +7. 
Net permanent, Washington...........-- 250.0 | 1,710,000 | 296.2 | 1,987,000 46. 
FIELD | 
COND oe pis ccrtcenrn sibetnk tbinmneen 15 178, 200 15 76, Se eas, tal... 
RIOT ob nec sah Sth ates Schl tes 15 66,775 | 15 C0 TUB scsi. sien 
Assistant to regional director_.........-...--.- 1 7, 570 2 15, 140 1 
SEP UROETUIIIEE © oo oon nn scone ewes cennbasfecasdauieenedeeiae 2 6, 2 
cl 6 dh aneiediniaiganbenapianmaens 26 243, 630 26 pk | ee ee ee ae 
Clerk-stenographer me Neate iameaaaisns | ae 103, 000 26 SD Cid tienes botnet 
Financial Assistance Div ision: 
Financial specialist or loan examiner-.-_-- 292 2,141,715 | 360 | 2,483,630 68 
Stenographic and clerical _-..........-..-- 180 655,445 | 208 756, 750 28 
Procurement and Technical Assistance Divi- 
sion: 
Production or industrial specialist_.......| 78 700,105 | 124 1, 003, 380 46 
Ds CRUG... 0 nsck bb cote tisha ot 34 258, 630 40 304, 960 6 
Stenographic and clerical __..........-...- 68 259,790 | 104 386, 590 36 
Legal staff: 
Regional attorney-.---- aS YCtawndiidceceedel + Oe 362, 365 60 427, 985 10 
Documents examiner... -_........-...--.-- 15 66, 960 15 EE Titeiiinus Dachiginntensh 
Cisri-ahemogrenier . ............65..-.<<5 .-| 45 169, 970 53 199, 215 8 
Administrative staff: 
Administrative officer_.................-.. 15 93, 080 15 08 0001. Bei... 
Receptionist-typist ......................- 7 23, 315 7 28, 316 pisiz--.. Ras a enictin 
Stenographer and typist.-.................| 15 54, 095 15 | i EE Dticatnseghat attbwrsek 
ee. yee ee .-| 29 102, 870 30 107, 420 1 4, 550 
Pied Gek............- sth diggin ghehishiion std 19 77, 765 23 93, 525 4 15, 760 
Clerk-messenger - . vette biedas 3 9, 565 5 15, 570 2 6, 005 
Plant officer (ODM)... iaaaadeaiaaanenanemeael 1 3, 670 1 TES |, to netcetell iceman 
Administrative clerk.......-.........--.- 3 10, 700 10 36, 560 7 25, 860 
Area fiscal staff: | 
I ic wih, iver inte sic tein Aes wing 6 39, 225 8 51, 325 2 12, 100 
yO SE eee ee 13 53, 195 16 , 830 3 11, 635 
Bookkeeping machine operator - etdaeewee 6 20, 505 x 27, 845 2 7, 340 
Stenographer and eee. weinnabhbaeeeinhs Sate 6 20, 310 8 27, 155 2 6, 845 
Mail and file clerk_ ne aeaehedetie Melaaasenciiats 3 9, 765 4 13, 025 1 3, 260 
NEE IS coun nance denstuueunocees 9 7, 965 y SAG WA ited ca Biieiic niacin 
NE isk ste ncievientnak ete wie 980 | 5, 790, 180 |1, 209 6,912,425 | 229 1, 122, 245 
Deduct lapse-_..___-.-- | 223.9 1, 321, 180 81.2 393, 925 mas +927, 255 
Net permanent, field.........-.......-- 756.1 | 4,469,000 |1, 127.8 | 6,518,500 | 371.7 | 2,049, 500 
Net permanent, Washington and field__--__-- 6, 179, 000 |.....-.- 8, 505, 500 |.......- 2, 326, 500 
Positions other than permanent---_--_- ascian OT Biceciene * 4 aebeceae —37, 000 
Payment above basic rates: 
Overtime and holiday pay---.....----|.-.---- 70,088 |. <..<.:. OOP Tce ace —62, 000 
Additional pay for service abroad _____|___- Ta OP tanto ene OD Teeside 8, 000 
Regular pay above 52-week base __ etoatecuseakadats aan oaetag 33, 500 j_....-.- 32, 500 
Other payments for personal services--__- pike eee Bick Te Us hands —72, 000 
Total, personal services..................|....... 6, 375, 000 j..._. mae se) | 6) 2, 196, 000 
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Actual, 1956 | Estimate, Estimate, 
1957 1958 
BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE | 
Appropriation =o ooo evan eee none enna $2, 128,000 | $1, 900,000 | $2, 590, 000 
Obligated balance brought forward_---.................------- 386, 565 722, 993 500, 500 
Restored from certified claims account... -_....................-|....-+...--... ep  Riemwinniiediians 
Total budget authorizations available--..----..........- 2, 514, 565 2, 627, 152 3, 090, 500 
—S Sooo Oke 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 
Expenditures: 
Out of current authorizations-______- Sin cei teamigt 1, 396, 221 1, 375, 000 2, 072, 000 
Ch er Nar Sb no oo inh ree se oie sewn gp ee s~e 379, 434 727, 152 500, 500 
Tetalioupenetiwhs) 2s... .. see Se. dag 1, 775, 655 2, 102, 152 2, 572, 500 
Unobligated balance no longer available (expiring for obliga- | 
emaciated eee loka aL ee ee 15, 917 00608 4..uo2cl2k 
Obligated balance carried forward__...__.......--....--------- 722, 993 500, 500 518, 000 
Total expenditures and balances._.______- a 2,514,565 | 2, 627, 152 | 3, 090, 500 


STATEMENT RELATING ESTIMATED FUND REQUIREMENTS TO CURRENT 
REQUIREMENTS 


Salaries and expenses 


1957 appropriations and authorized transfers (Public Law 604, 84th 


a Te Fi is a A Ne aces he cadences tween clp wher anaes emteat 7, 034, 000 
Urgent Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1957 (Public Law 85-19) __-_-- 1, 100, 000 
Authorized transfer from revolving fund, SBA, for fiscal year 1957 

NN a Ndi cin ee tercerieraieateneernhine oenienina tind 280, 000 


Total new obligational authority for 1957 


Deductions: 
Elimination of estimate for disaster loan making___.__.__--_--~ 280, 000 

















Decrease in number of RFC disaster loans to be serviced_______ 10, 000 
SE A OO arth in a Accra ohn DE pos nero enioere venous ouaialde 290, 000 
Additions : 
Increased workload on procurement and technical assistance 
PONG 8 i nk cine Se cinpaidig mecca uautbbeuenwe tek 670, 000 
To retain staff authorized in last half of 1957 for increased lend- 
nc a oh NE cece De bigtime em mtotiniiing 1, 300, 000 
Increased workload, primarily loan administration._._._._______- 696, 000 
Reserve for contingencies for possible workload increases under 
the financial assistance program... eso hens 860, 000 
CU ihn td A ep 1 Bo 4 none s-eeane eedehinn 3, 526, 000 
pe gt | oR I BR ct <a ate aang rt 11, 650, 000 
" Analysis by activities 
1957 Decrease Increase 1958 
I. Procurement and technical assistance........| $1,900,000 |_........--.-. $670,000 | $2, 570,000 
II. Financial assistance... --........----......-- 6, 014, 000 $280, 000 1, 996, 000 7, 730, 000 
Contingency reserve..._....-.........-- 1s ah tnestbard widtenee' se heeediainiainaions 860, 000 860, 000 
III. Liquidation of RFC disaster loans...__....--| 500, 000 MAGS |  caeenense-see 490, 000 





Pe ieecneeat tice | 8,414,000 | 290,000 3, 526,000 | 11, 650, 000 
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EXPLANATION OF DECREASES AND INCREASES 


ACTIVITY I, PROCUREMENT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE—AN INCREASE OF $670,000 


The increase requested for these services is necessitated by the increasing 
number of requests received by the Small Business Administration from small 
firms for this type aid and assistance. The increasing workload is attributed 
to: 

A. Small business opportunity conferences conducted in key locations to 
better acquaint small firms with the business opportunities available through 
the Small Business Administration. These conferences are carried out in 
cooperation with local chambers of commerce, trade associations, and in- 
dustry groups. Twenty-five such conferences were held in the fiscal year 
1957, and it is anticipated that additional ones will be held in fiscal year 
1958. 

B. Recommendation of the President’s Cabinet Committee on Small Busi- 
ness to provide greater assistance to small business. 

C. More effective coordination with other Government agencies in ren- 
dering assistance to small firms. 

D. Increased public knowledge and understanding of the Small Business 
Administration programs, 

E. Increasing demand of small business concerns that SBA services be 
made more accessible to a greater number of small businesses. 

A total of 110 man-years of technical services is being requested for the pro- 
curement and technical assistance programs being carried on in the 41 field of- 
fices of the Small Business Administration. Of this total, 50 man-years are for 
personnel assigned to military and civilian purchasing installations, leaving 60, 
or an average of approximately 1.5 man-years for each of our field offices to 
handle subcontracting, other procurement and products assistance and man- 
agerial assistance. 


Procurement assistance 


Efforts under this program activity have been devoted primarily to arresting 
the continued downward trend in the share of military procurement going to 
small business, together with increasing the proportion of civilian agency pro- 
curement to small concerns. The budget provides a total of 71 man-years of 
technical employees in the regional offices, branch offices, and procurement cen- 
ters for this program. Chief emphasis in these efforts is being directed to the 
joint set-aside and subcontracting activities. This represents an increase of 26 
man-years primarily for these two objectives. 

Joint set-asides 

This program activity covers the cooperative work with military and civilian 
agencies in the review of proposed procurements and the earmarking of certain 
of such Government purchases for exclusive award to small firms. During the 
first 11 months of this fiscal year, 10,101 set-asides with a value of $645.4 million 
were made, compared with 5,217 valued at $415.3 million for the comparable 
period in fiscal year 1956. The amount of contract awards made under this pro- 
gram shows a similar increase, from $306.7 million in the first 11 months of 1956 
to $465 million in 1957. Despite these increases in program activity, the small- 
business share of net military procurement has decreased from 25.3 percent in 
fiscal 1954, to 21.5 percent in 1955, to 19.6 percent in 1956, and to 16.9 percent in 
the first 9 months of 1957. 

The budget proposed for 1958 is designed in part to assist in arresting this down- 
ward trend. Under this proposal, additional manpower would be allocated to 
cover more Government procurement installations. Joint set-aside operations are 
now carried on by full-time representatives in 16 locations, and by 23 employees 
who, working out of regional offices, cover numerous purchasing locations on a 
purt-time basis. This limited staff is presently covering 159 installations. For 
1958, it is proposed that 50 man-years be assigned to this activity and the number 
of installations increased from 159 to approximately 200. This will permit full- 
time representation in a greater number of the larger procurement offices and a 
more complete coverage of other offices on a part-time basis. 
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Subcontracting 


The changing pattern of military procurement, as, for example, the “weapvus 
systems concept,’ makes it imperative that increased emphasis be placed on ob- 
taining subcontracting possibilities for small-business firms, as opposed to their 
bidding on prime contracts. However, with the limited staff heretofore available, 
satisfactory progress in this area has not been possible. The proposed budget pro- 
vides about 12 man-years of technical personnel for this important phase of the 
procurement assistance program. Such a staff would provide manpower specifi- 
cally for appropriate contracts and followups with the approximately 400 firms 
that have adopted the subcontracting program of the Department of Defense, pur- 
suant to DOD Instruction 4100.20, as well as with other firms who would have 
work projects for subletting to small concerns. It is planned to maintain continu- 
ous followup with such firms in order to assure the greatest possible share for 
small businesses. 


Other procurement assistance 


During fiscal year 1957, SBA was called upon and furnished about 8,000 new 
sources of supply for various procurement offices. In addition, it gave advice 
on procurement matters to over 30,000 small firms who were encountering diffi- 
culty in bidding for Government contracts. As SBA becomes better known, this 
activity will continue to increase. Part of this assistance is rendered by person- 
nel assigned to the purchasing installations, but many of the requests are made to 
our regional and branch offices, <A total of 9 man-years is included for other 
procurement assistance for the fiscal year 1958, an average of .6 man-years per 
region. 


Production assistance 


The budget estimate provides 20 technical man-years, which is 1 per region 
and 1 for each of 5 major branch offices, including Puerto Rico and Hawaii, for 
processing certificates of competency ; providing technical counseling for produc- 
tion and industrial problems of new and understaffed small firms ; continuing the 
facilities inventory on a nationwide basis; making plant surveys; and related 
phases of production assistance. 

The staff requested represents the very minimum needs, and will permit only 
limited assistance in this field. 


Products assistance 


The development of new and improved products and processes represents assur- 
ance of future profits of a business and is essential to its continued successful 
operation. Many business concerns would be out of business within a few years 
if they discontinued their research and development programs. 

Today, there is technical information available on almost any aspect of product 
and market development. However, in many instances, such information is not 
readily accessible. Part of the problem is that the understaffed small firm often 
does not know where to turn to obtain data needed in solving a difficult problem, 
nor where to secure information on products and processes available for manu- 
facturing and distributing. 

This program has been of help to many small concerns. During fiscal year 
1956, 4,395 small concerns requested and were provided with technical informa- 
tion needed in the solution of product, process, and market development problems. 
During the first 9 months of 1957, 7,654 requests were handled by SBA for prod- 
ucts assistance; 2,956 small concerns requested and received information on the 
availability of 1,802 inventions. 

This budget provides 15 technical man-years for the products assistance pro- 
gram, or an average of 1.0 man-year per region. 


Managerial assistance 


This proposed budget provides for a continuation of the administrative manage- 
ment course program and other managerial assistance activities at about the 
1957 level. The field staff specialists of approximately 4 man-years, provided 
by this proposal, would permit the agency to reach a relatively large number 
of the approximately 250 educational institutions which are estimated to be 
available for offering such courses. During the last fiscal year, 57 educational 
institutions offered 105 administrative management courses. 
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Field clerical requirements for the 4 programs 


Secretary to Chiefs of Division 
One clerk-stenographer and/or procurement élerk to each 1.75 specialists..t_-.t° °53 


This budget estimate allows for a sufficient clerical and stenographic staff to re- 
lease the technical staff entirely from clerical and typing details. It corrects 
present inadequacies by providing a more adequate clerical and stenographic 
staff at regional and branch offices, and in procurement centers. This clerical 
and stenographie staff will permit field offices to handle the progressively in- 
creasing loan of clerical duties and correspondence incident to procurement. con- 
tract aid ; technical help on publication or product problems of the small business ; 
in the handling of certificate of competency applications and managerial aids. 


Washington staff requirements 


Under the SBA plan for a decentralized program conducted through the field 
offices, the Washington Office of Procurement and Technical Assistance has the 
primary responsibility of program planning and operations, and providing tech- 
nical direction and guidance to the field in the execution of SBA procurement 
and technical assistance activities. This budget estimate provides for a small 
increase in the Washington staff commensurate with the expanded activities 
and related field staff proposed in this submission. 


ACTIVITY II. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE—NET INCREASE OF $2,576,000 


This net increase consists of : 


A. A decrease of $280,000 for new disaster loan making, closing and servicing 


Pursuant to the 1957 Appropriation Act (Public Law 604, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), 
the Bureau of the Budget has approved for the fiscal year 1957 the transfer of 
$280,000 from the revolving fund, Small Business Administration, to salaries and 
expenses, to cover 1957 disaster loan making, closing, and servicing costs. A 
continuation of this authority is requested for the fiscal year 1958 in order to 
permit the flexibility needed to meet the unpredictable requirements of the dis- 
aster loan program. Therefore, these estimates do not include an amount for 
1958 disaster loan costs. 


B. An increase of $1,300,000 to meet full-year cost of increase in staff authorized 
late in fiscal year 1957 
The Urgent Deficiency Appropriation Act (Public Law 85-19) authorized an 
increase in the financial assistance program for the last half of the fiscal year 
1957. Since the workload has continued at a high level, it is estimated that 
$1,300,000 will be required to retain staff, previously authorized in 1957, for a 
continued high lending volume in 1958. 


C. An increase of $696,000 for all other financial assistance activities including 
inquiries, interviews, counseling, making and servicing loans 

The lending program of the Small Business Administration has been marked 
by the steadily increasing number of business loan applications. During the first 
11 months of the fiscal year 1957, almost 78 percent more business loan applica- 
tions were received than during the comparable period in 1956. This volume 
was achieved in spite of the fact that, because of an extremely limited staff 
relative to the workload in the regional offices, actions were delayed on loan 
applications longer than desirable, and the Small Business Administration could 
not approve loans for a 2-month period because of the depletion of its revolving 
fund. When funds became available, personnel were diverted from administra- 
tion in order to reduce the processing backlog. In turn, it became necessary to 
use administration employees on closing work tv break the bottleneck there. 
Thus, administration activities were largely neglected in the latter part of 1957. 
This budget will permit staff necessary to adequately carry out administration 
responsibilities. 

Originally, when the budget estimates for fiscal year 1957 were made, it was 
anticipated that the volume of business loan applications would average 350 ap- 
plications per month. Instead, an average of 577 applications per month were 
filed in the first 11 months of the year and indications are that in fiscal year 
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1958, the average will be 700 applications per month. This estimate is based 
upon the following factors : 

1, There is expected to be a continuance of the high demand for credit. 

2. Widespread disasters have brought to the attention of small businesses 
in the disaster areas the availability of financial assistance from the Small 
Business Administration. 

3. Small retailers and service firms and their banks are becoming increas- 
ingly interested in the financial assistance available through the limited 
loan participation program which is now increased to about 40 percent of 
the total business loans approved. 

In estimating personnel requirements for the financial program in fiscal year 
_1958, plans have been made to effect a much needed improvement in the quality 
of the financial operations through more credit investigations and collateral 
appraisals and through better supervision of disbursed loans. Due to the 
limited staff available in the past, many short cuts had to be taken which in- 
ereased the Government risks beyond prudent levels. It is believed that losses 
can thus be reduced to a minimum far offsetting any increase in administrative 
eosts which may be involved. 

It is anticipated that 50 percent of applications filed will result in loan approv- 
als, and probably 10 percent of these approved loans will be canceled before 
final disbursement is made. The large number of loans being made will add to 
the servicing workload. In order to insure, isofar as possible, that these loans 
will be repaid and for more efficient operations, financial specialists charged 
with loan administration are being organized into a Loan Administration and 
Liquidation Section in the larger regional offices. These specialists will be under 
the supervision of an assistant chief for loan administration and liquidation, 
whose responsibility it will be to see that every outstanding loan in his region 
is given the proper attention and that repayments are received when due. Em- 
phasis is being placed on preventive actions before a loan becomes delinquent 
rather than waiting until the delinquency occurs. 

Other steps recently taken to improve services to borrowers include the placing 
of additional loan closing responsibilities under the field attorneys, and all loan 
appraisal activities under the technical staff of the Office of Procurement and 
Technical Assistance. 
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Estimated workload and technical specialist requirements 


Work unit standard 


Applications (700): 
Processed: 


6 per man-month._.._.. 
10 per man-month-....._- 


Administration: 
Business loans: 
ee on June 30, 1957 
Added in 1 


Liquidation and problem loans 
SBA disaster loans: 
ae re June 1957 


dation and problem 
RFC. r loans ( 
Average outstanding in 1958 
Loans in liquidation and problem loans... ----- 
I tos cn otien oe ssc s oer anes 442th an dil tik eeerien eee acinanciniileeace tail a Reba ea nein 
Certificates of competency: 
Pro: d 


cessed. - . 18 | 6 per man-month_....... 
Supervised 75 | 15 per man-month 


Betiic<sne 
Supervision and review: 


Division chiefs__ 
Assistant division chiefs-- 


ON at PR AN ie i teeteds dieno | 


Appraisals: 


Applications (surveys, progress inspections, con- | 
sultations). 


Problem, liquidation and special service cases_. 
Total. __..-- 


EXPLANATION OF WORKLOAD STANDARDS 


Inquiries, either in person or by telephone, or mail, 12 per man-day. This is 
actually higher than the work measurement report indicates is possible, but it is 
hoped that interview time can be shortened through greater dissemination of 
printed material, explaining the loan program. 

Financial counseling, 5 per man-day. This is higher than the standard used 
in previous budget submissions and is based on experience as shown in the work 
measurement reports. 

Loan processing, regular loans, 6 per man-month: LLP, 10 per man-month. 
This results in an average of 7 loans processed per man-month and is supported 
by experience as reflected in the work measurement report. No change has 
been made in these standards because of the establishment of a program for ap- 
praisals by SBA appraisal engineers. Previously, little of the financial special- 
ists’ time was spent on loan appraisals since they relied principally upon ap- 
praisals furnished by the borrower, made by outside appraisers, or the opinion 
of participating banks or other banks located in the community where the bor- 
rower was located. The present appraisal program is for the purpose of assur- 
ing that collateral in support of a loan is adequate and also for establishing 
a basis for checking the adequacy of hazard insurance on collateral, in which 
this agency obtains an assigned interest. Experience has shown that better 
appraisals are needed for loan purposes and insurance protection which it is 
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hoped will hold the Government’s losses on loans to a minimum. Processing of 
certificates of competency requires about the same amount of time as processing 
a loan application. After a certificate is issued, however, a monthly visit is 
required to the plant of the concern for which the certification is given. It is 
estimated that one man can make no more than 15 such trips in a month. 

Closing assistance, 16 per man-month. During the past year, a change was 
made to put the closing operations administratively under regional counsel, after 
all the terms and conditions under which a loan is approved have been accepted 
by the borrower. Frequently, considerable time and negotiation is requried in 
coming to an agreement with the participating institution or borrower on these 
terms and conditions before a loan can be disbursed, or conditions may have 
changed between the receipt of an application and the loan approval which re- 
quire modifications of the loan authorization. These, as well as other credit 
reviews to insure that there has been no adverse change in the borrower's condi- 
tion, are made by a financial specialist prior to the execution of the closing 
documents and the actual disbursement of a loan. This may involve, in -more 
complicated cases, considerable correspondence and negotiation between the bor- 
rower, its bank and financial specialist before a loan is ready for disbursement. 
Also, in many instances, construction is involved, requiring a continual review 
of construction progress and the borrower’s condition as support for the release 
of loan proceeds as construction progresses. 

The standard of 120 loans per man for administration is used for regular loans 
and is based on an average of 150 participation loans and 80 direct loans. These 
standards represent the optimum workload for a financial specialist. 

A standard of 25 has been used for loans in liquidation and problem status and 
is the maximum number that a financial specialist can efficiently handle. 

In the administration of disaster loans, a standard of 80 business loans or 300 
home loans is used. It has been found that approximately 62 percent of the 
disaster loans outstanding are business loans and that 70 percent of the RFC 
disaster loans are home loans. 

With the increased demand made upon the financial assistance division of 
the Small Business Administration resulting in a substantially larger number 
of applications to process and close and a rising number of disbursed loans to be 
adiministered, the program supervision has become more complex. Each regional 
office has a chief, of the financial assistance program as well as serving as adviser 
to the regional director on problems pertaining to the operations. He has no 
time for the functions of the program for which standards have been established. 
To properly supervise the workload, separate branches have been established for 
(1) processing, closing assistance, and counseling, and (2) administration and 
liquidation. Financial specialists, operating as assistant division chiefs, are 
supervising the work of these branches. These are generally working super- 
visors with approximately half of their time devoted to supervision and the 
other half to workload. It is anticipated that there will be two assistant chiefs 
in 13 of the offices and one in each of the other two. 

SBA experience, as reflected by field reports and related records, indicates 
that an appraiser can make about 12 appraisals per month for loan applications. 
This includes technical advice to the financial specialist, preparation of appraisal 

-reports, technical followup during the progress of a loan as may be required to 
‘ascertain progress of construction, and so forth. The standard of 8 per man- 
month for loans of liquidiation and special servicing cases reflects estimated 
‘time required for pricing inventories, evaluating equipment, lands, and so forth. 
Location. of the property to be appraised often requires extensive travel. 

A serious deficiency in all of our regional and branch offices has been in the 
.Stenographic personnel available. Much time of the high paid financial special- 
ists has been lost in the past because stenographic or clerical help was not avail- 
able at the time for the performance of their work. For more effiicent operations, 
a full-time secretary should be available for each supervisor, a clerk-stenographer 
is needed for each two men handling inquiries, interviews and the processing of 
-applications to handle correspondence, type loan reports and other functions, and 
a full-time secretary is needed by each specialist assisting in loan closing. In 
the loan administration and liquidation operation, there should be one clerk 
stenographer for each financial specialist handling liquidation cases. Some of 
this personnel may actually be set up as administrative clerks who will be 
_responsible for the maintenance of tax and insurance sticklers, release of tax 
-deposit funds and other clerical work involved in loan administration which 
. should not properly be handled by the financial specialists. 
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Clerical requirements 


BACTOLATY, CO CHIET OF LG IRI ODL 5 v6 cc eset enppreditnnaenras onthe ~eienasticeeniensiitisaan tage ine 15. 
Secretary to other supervisory personnel__.__-___-________---____- ties :42 a 
1, clerk-stenographer to each 2 men in processing, inquiries, counseling 

SEINE TO NING a screnenepsinsieabiel pk enaliiae nisi Bie sinesilnina tis aieislin tse licih iata R 
1 clerk-stenographer for each specialist assisting in closing and 1 for 

BOC -LUGBIIA GON, SPOCIAIISE  fe nn sstnplbenstetibn dn ercilneentinwidetibiand a Rinile a 45 
1 clerk-stenographer for each 1.5 appraisers____.__.___..._-___-__-._-_____ 28 


It is believed that only through the proper staffing of our field offices, technical 
and clerical as proposed above, will this agency be able to provide the maximum 
assistance possible to the small business concerns in the country and still preserve, 
to the greatest extent possible, the Government’s investment in the loans made. 


D. An increase of $860,000 to be reserved for workload which may occur in excess 
of the budget estimate 


Due to the unpredictable changes in economic conditions, it is impossible to esti- 
mate precisely the workload which may occur several months in the future in 
the financial assistance program. In order to provide flexibility needed to meet 
workload changes, it is proposed that the amount authorized for transfer from 
the revolving fund, SBA, to the appropriation for salaries and expenses include 
a contingency reserve of 10 percent ($860,000), to be apportioned for use when 
unanticipated program volume warrants the use of it, and then only with the 
approval of the Bureau of the Budget. 


ACTIVITY III. LIQUIDATION OF RFC DISASTER LOANS-——A DECREASE OF $10,000 


It is anticipated that the orderly liquidation of the RFC loans, transferred to 
the SBA pursuant to Reorganization Plan No, 2, 88d Congress, 2d session, will 
continue during the fiscal year 1958 and will result in a lower administrative cost 
in 1958. 

On July 1, 1954, 3,235 loans amounting to $14,756,275 were transferred to the 
SBA. As of May 31, 1957, this had been reduced to 2,065 loans amounting to 
$6,991,703. It is estimated that loans outstanding will be reduced to about 1,900 
in 1958. An average of 14 field financial specialists are estimated to be required 
in 1958 for servicing and liquidating loans not in the problem or liquidation cate- 
gory. However, it is estimated that about 200 loans will be in this latter category 
and will require 8 specialists to adequately protect the Government’s investment. 


EXPLANATION OF OTHER PERSONNEL INCREASES 
Washington 


Office of Economic Adviser.—This Office, consisting of nine employees, is in- 
adequately staffed to carry out the minimum functions required for the fiscal 
year 1958. These functions are: 

1. Economie aspects of small business: At the present, two business econo- 
mists are devoting their time to this function which includes (@) analyzing the 
current economic position of small business and small-business trends, (b) 
studying the special problems of small business, (c) making recommendations 
pertaining to the SBA programs, and (d) preparing the semiannual. report. 
With the limited staff, this office is unable to answer such questions as “What 
are the opportunities for small business, and what are the small-business 
trends?” To assist in preparing data for studying small-business trends: par- 
ticularly, it is proposed that a business economist and a clerk-stenographer be 
added to this function. 

Because additional legislation and new small-business assistance programs 
will be necessary to better solve some of the special problems of small business, 
it is highly desirable that this agency conduct research projects for the pur- 
poses of evaluating the position of small business and the impact of the policies 
of other Government agencies on small business. This budget contains $50,000 
for research projects such as: opportunities for small-business management, 
research and development, patents, financing, facilities, energy, raw materials, 
labor, international trade, tax relief, and antitrust laws. This research work 
will be performed largely through contractual arrangements; however, it will 
be necessary to add a business economist to this agency for coordination and 
planning purposes. 
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2. Size determination: The present small-business size standards are based 
on the size data tabulated from the 1947 census of manufactures and the 1948 
census of business, and on the experience of making size determinations since 
the Smali Business Administration was established on August 1, 1953. 

Since the years 1947 and 1948, there have been significant shifts in the size 
structure of the companies competing with each other in some industries and 
fields of operation. The size data which have been tabulated and will be tabu- 
lated from the 1954 censuses of manufactures and of business must be studied to 
determine what changes in size structure took place and to determine what 
revisidis need to be made in the employment size standards being used by the 
Small Business Administration. 

Up to the present time, employment generally has been used as an index of size 
of manufacturing concerns, and dollar volume of sales or receipts have been used 
for nonmanufacturing business enterprises. There is need for further study to 
determine the feasibility of using other indexes of size for processing some appli- 
eations for small-business-certificates for Government procurement and for deter- 
mining the size eligibility of some applicants for small-business loans. To make it 
possible for the Office of Economic Adviser to make its fullest possible contribution 
to the development and implementation of a satisfactory detailed definition of 
sinall business, it is necessary that there be established two business economist 
positions and a clerk-stenographer. 

Office of General Counsel.—To handle the anticipated workload of this office 
for the fiscal year 1958, it is estimated that it will be necessary to increase the 
staff by 7 attorneys and 5 clerk-stenographers for the following functions: 

1. Procurement, legislation and administration: (a) Legislation: Requests for 
legislative comments have doubled in the past year. For example, in 1956, SBA 
comments were requested for 48 legislative proposals. In the first 5 months of 
1957, 82 requests for comments were received. Testimony before congressional 
committees have increased proportionately. As the SBA becomes more estab- 
lished in the executive branch, greater demand will be made for its advice on leg- 
islative matters. The minimum legislative program for the Office of General 
Counsel will require the following : Congressional activities which directly affect 
the interest of small business or which relate to the operations of the Small 
Business Administration must be thoroughly analyzed. All bills introduced in 
Congress affecting the interest of small business must be digested. Certain con- 
gressional hearings and debates on technical and legal matters affecting small 
business must be audited. Complete analysis must be made of all legislative pro- 
posals referred to SBA for comment. Adequate staff must be available to prepare 
replies without delay to official inquiries from the White House, Bureau of the 
Budget and other Government agencies on small-business matters. 

(b) Procurement: The workload arising directly from small-business procure- 
ment activities has increased sharply in the past year and will increase further 
during fiscal year 1958. This increase is attributable, in part, to the activities of 
the Cabinet Committee on Small Business, the GSA Task Force, which requires 
the service of one attorney on a full-time basis, and activities arising because of 
the continuing decrease of small-business participation in Government funds 
spent for procurement. The increasing loan administration and liquidation activi- 
ties of the agency and certificate of competency activity will require the service 
of attorneys trained in procurement matters. 

(ec) Administration: The administration workload has increased over the 
past year and will increase in the future. New activities include legal advice in 
connection with the Government continuity program, the development of size 
standards regulations, the establishment of appeals procedures in connection 
with size standards and broadened mobilization activities. During the past year, 
development of agency regulations, the issuance of delegations and the activities 
required under the Administrative Procedures Act has required the full-time 
attention of one attorney. Increased activity under the size standard regulation 
including appeals, have also made it necessary to assign one attorney to this 
program on a full-time basis. During fiscal year 1957, legal assistance to ad- 
ministrative personnel engaged in personnel matters, budget and fiscal matters 
and purchasing activities of SBA has been inadequate. This situation must be 
rectified in fiscal year 1958. Activities under the compliance and security pro- 
gram have also increased markedly because of the increased loan volume. 

It is estimated that 3 additional attorneys and 2 clerk-stenographers will be 
required for these activities. 

2. Loans: The sharply increased loan volume requires continuous review of 
the procedures used in the authorization, closing and disbursing of loans. The 
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recent transfer of loan closing and disbursing responsibility to regional. counsel 
have increased the responsibilities and operations under this function, This 
change requires formulating guidelines of responsibility and establishing uni- 
form procedures. In order to have uniformity of procedures in all field offices, 
the General Counsel’s Office must be in continuous contact with the 15 regional 
offices. 

Further, because of the increase in lending activities, the responsibility for 
determining eligibility of applicants for financial assistance has increased. As 
our lean activities increase, the administration of current loans also increases. 
These attorneys must render legal opinion of administration actions taken in 
relation to such loans. In addition, the yearly accumulation of disaster loans 
on the books of SBA requires additional legal services in connection with ad- 
ministration of these loans. 

Two additional attorneys and one clerk-stenographer are estimated to be re- 
quired for this function. 

8. Liquidation and litigation: The inereased lending volume directly affects 
the liquidation and litigation activities.. In July 1956, there were 88 active 
litigation cases. By September 1956, this number had passed 100. At the end of 
December 1956, there were 131 litigation cases. By April 1, 1957, the caseload 
had grown to 189 and as of May 1, 1957, there were 210 cases in litigation. It 
is anticipated that by June 30, 1957, there will be 250 litigation cases. This 
number is expected to increase in the fiscal year 1958 since about 17,000 loans 
are estimated to be outstanding at the end of the fiscal year. 

The present staff for this function is forced to concentrate most of its efforts 
on individual litigation matters. The staff is unable to devote sufficient time 
to program and policy improvement, manual revision and liaison with regional 
counsel. In addition, United States attorneys conducting litigation for SBA 
make frequent requests for assistance from attorneys in this division in the 
drafting of pleadings and the trial of cases of a more involved nature since 
SBA attorneys are thoroughly familiar with such matters and the schedule of 
United States attorneys frequently does not permit them sufficient time to make 
a complete and thorough analysis of such contested matters. This assistance to 
the United States attorneys requires frequent field trips in order to work more 
closely with such United States attorneys. 

It is estimated that 2 additional trial attorneys and 2 clerk-stenographers 
will be required for the indicated workload. 

Office of Controller.—The increase proposed for this office consists, primarily, 
of clerical positions such as voucher examiner, time and attendance clerk, 
statistical clerk, and clerk-typist, all of which are directly related to increased 
program activities. 

Office of Organization and Management.—The additional positions are re- 
quired for the Administrative Services Division and consist of 3 file clerks, 1 
messenger, 1'stock clerk, and 1 duplicating machine operator. These positions 
are necessary to handle the increasing number of loan cases and other miscel- 
laneous program increases. 

Office of Personnel.—It is estimated that one investigator will be required for 
handling an indicated increase in fraud cases resulting from an increased loan 
volume. It is also proposed that a classification analyst be added for classifica- 
tion work in connection with the increased staff, principally in the field offices, 
and a clerk-typist to assist in processing various personnel papers. 


Field 


Assistant to the regional director.—The two positions reflected for assistants 
to regional directors are necessary to relieve the directors of two of the larger 
offices of many time-consuming duties such as advisory board activities, reloca- 
tion matters, speaking engagements, bank and association activities, etc. These 
assistants will enable two of the directors to devote more of their time to the 
complex program operations. 

Legal staff—During the fiscal year 1957, additional closing responsibilities 
were transferred from the Financial Assistance Division to the legal staff in 
order to expedite and improve services rendered to borrows. To handle this 
workload, it was necessary to increase the legal staff by 20 attorney positions, 
15 document examiner positions, and 20 clerk-stenographer positions. These 
increases were offset hy decreases in the positions originally budgeted for the 
Financial Assistance Division, ; 

For the fiseah year 1958, it is estimated that an additional 10. atterney and 
10 clerk-stenographer positions will be required for increased closing and liquida- 
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tion workload as described under the “Financial assistance” activity. This in- 
crease will bring the total staff of attorneys to 60 consisting of 15 supervisory 
attorneys, 35 attorneys for closing of loans, and 10 attorneys for review of loan 
authorizations and handling loan liquidation and litigation cases. ' 

Administrative staff—As program increases occur, it becomes mandatory to 
increase staff services to handle additional files, mail, general inquiries, dupli- 
cating, accounting for cash collections, etc. 

The authority to purchase supplies from GSA will be delegated to all regional 
offices by July 1, 1957. This additional responsibility, coupled with additional 
allotment controls and assisting with personnel recruitments and related work, 
will require 10 administrative clerks in 1958. 


Area fiscal staff 

The increasing number of loan accounts will require 10 additional positions 
for the area fiscal staffs in 1958. Additional positions requested are: 2 account- 
ants, 3 accounting clerks, 2 bookkeeping machine operators, 1 file clerk, 2 typists. 
These positions will be filled, during the fiscal year, as the workload develops. 


MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE 


The estimates for miscellaneous objects of expenditure are based primarily 
on personnel requirements which were derived from the estimated program vol- 
ume, contractual services anticipated, or other acceptable estimating techniques. 
A detailed explanation of the “Other objects” requirements follows: 


The estimated travel requirements for the fiscal 
year 1958 cover the anticipated travel costs to be 
incurred by Washington office employees in visiting 
the regional and branch offices and various com- 
munities throughout the country. 

In addition, the estimate provides for the neces- 
sary travel of our field personnel so as to afford 
them the opportunity to render the assistance to the 
small-business community envisioned by the Con- 
gress in the Small Business Act. 

The travel estimate has been computed on the 
basis of requirements for the following: 

(a) Washington office personnel—organization unit: 


Administrator and deputies__.__...___ $12, 000 
Hicomomic . ROVISCR ner etinbniemonee 1, 000 
CREMORNE. 1 HUNIINON sk ceieersepescebheennieh labsheendinni 10, 000 
TORRENT cs rmiheiensievigteuleEunaaons 2, 000 
Financial assistance._.____._._....__. 7, 500 
Procurement and _ technical assist- 

RRODisgs}n ie iadinch thane hie 10, 000 
Pregram:; AmQ1PG1Rs nisin seeks 12, 000 
Controller (exclusive of audit). ___ 5, 000 
Organization and management_______ 8, 000 


PPOTEOR DD ascetics e it eesint nti 8, 000 


(6b) Regional director : 5 travel days per month 

for each of the 15 regional directors at $25 per 

day, for a total annual estimate of______________ 22, 500 
(c) Branch managers: 2 travel days per 

month for each of the 26 branch managers for a 

eo toend eptimate Of. Sisters ec EY 15, 600 
(d) Field financial specialists: 83 travel days 

per month for the average employment of 337 

financial specialists for a total estimate of______ 303, 300 
(e) Field production or industrial specialists 

(including loan appraisers): 5 travel days per 

month for the average employment of 122 pro- 

duction or industrial specialists for a total esti- 
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MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE—continued 

















































(f) Field procurement specialists: 2 travel 
days per month for the average employment of 
25 procurement specialists for a total estimate 
Of 2 ide SU a 8 ee els $15, 000 
(g) Regional attorneys: 2 travel days per 
month for the average employment of 55 regional 
attorneys for a total estimate of...i..._.___-__- 33, 000 
(le) AO oi ina Ee as eee 30, 000 
(i) Defense mobilization activities: 1 exer- 
06 “Transportation 0€- Chim gicccceenincinstenpe Gs S5 Du. 
Supplies, materials, and equipment: Transporta- 
tion of these items has been computed on the basis of j 
5 percent of the estimated requirements for office i 
supplies and materials ($2,848) plus $500 for ship- 
ment of selected items of equipment, for a-total esti- 
Shipment of printed matter to regional and branch 
offices and procurement centers______._._----- 5, 500 
Shipment of SBA exhibits to procurement confer- 






Transportation of household effects_._....._...- 
04 Communication sobviceseiciuill dA eet 230, 000 
1. Teletype and telegraph service_......_._..._- $45, 800 
(a) Rental of TWX machines from 
Public Buildings Service for Wash- 
ington office and at each of the 15 
regional offices for transmission and 





receipt of messages____.______-_____ $3, 000 
Rental of TWX machines under ODM 
POLOCRTAGEE UDR i ccttnacsscittnniiitactincticealtci’ 9, 000 


(bo) Cost for the actual transmission 
of messages, based on Small Busi- 
ness Administration’s actual experi- 
Transmission of messages required in 
relocation activities_._...._..._..-_- 2, 500 
(c) Cost of commercial telegraph serv- 
ice where TWX facilities cannot f 
be wit! occ nc atinttinien 1, 000 H 











2. Telephone service, departmental__........--__ 42, 200 
(a) Estimated monthly service charge 
of $2,700 or total cost of_.__._.___ $32, 400 
(b) Estimated charge for  reloca- 
Clott: PrOGVOM Wn tien eining 1, 500 
(c) Estimated toll charges for reloca- 
cation. DIA ..5. 2sou. neki oe 300 
(d) Estimated toll charges, regular... 8, 000 
8. Telephone service, flel@s is sous le tie 77, 500 
(a) Estimated monthly service charge 
of $4,500 or total cost of _.._.________ $54, 000 
(b) Estimated charge for relocation 
programbest i... 51 re Sue 2, 500 
(c) Estimated toll charges for reloca- 
tion: plant... ie 1, 000 
(d@) Estimated toll charges, regular___ 20, 000 
4. Postage. .22ihe bs endl LG eee 65, 000 
Based upon agreement with Post Office for prepaid 
postage. 


93207—57——-32 
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MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE—Continued 


Eee oe ee ae 


The GSA will provide space for about 700 field employees 
from funds avaliable in their budget; however, SBA program 
increases, occurring after the submission of the GSA budget, 
requires that this ageney reimburse for all space reqtire- 
ments above that covered by the GSA budget. Thus, it is esti- 
mated that $175,000 will be required to reimburse GSA for 
approximately 40,000 square feet of space for additional 
employees. 

It is also estimated that $8,000 will be required for rental 
of space at ODM relocation sites. 


06: “Rrieting: nnd. TeprOG REAR oii ik ince ce cnet entiokins 
Standard forms and letterheads_._._._._..--.--..--- $6, 100 
Information pamphlets.........-......-.-..-.-...-.- 14, 300 
Products Hat cire@ulafi.s sci daiisceieessscdnnsinnso 10, 000 
Management and technical aids_...._._--__----..--- 24, 400 
TOO POTUIR esta biideimiisieidh eainltiion Me dtiiiobis 9, 000 
AN I isin ia i aint enn int cirictarmii 6, 500 
U. S. Government Purchasing Directory__..-.--.---.- 3, 500 
Pamphlets in connection with administrative manage- 

ment COUTSC POSIRMs ocsisiususiesdsnnr dn 4, 100 
Supplemental booklet on Government-owned inven- 
1106... U0U.. cn ncusnwnenenmidedealosentiindetsl 3, 500 


07 


All other printing (includes printing in connection with 
procurement conferences) 
Other contract pal WerviCe@ isis nests <d web ake estse ie weiee, 
Services performed by other agencies_.......-_~- $96, 100 

Small business size standards statis- 

tics (see explanation under request 

for increased personnel for Office 


of Economic Adviser) ..._....--. $20, 000 

Pe ge eee eee 15, 600 
Departmental___._.---_- $3, 200 
P10. ...1..3 note dec 12, 400 
Prorated share of legal library 

PURI Sa 10, 000 


Miscellaneous (labor force for mov- 
ing, electrical work, alterations, etc., 


Public Buildings Service) .._-_.~- 8, 000 
Miscellaneous: Motor pool rental, 
CT cE i chitin ensremininieintininionan 15, 000 


Security investigations for additional 

employees and turnover, 50 at $250. 12,500 
Moving expense to relocate present 

offices due to expansion.._._..__- 15, 000 

Contracts with private industry__.._____._.-..--- 127, 900 

Research projects (see explanation 

under request for increased person- 

nel for office of Economic Adviser) $50, 000 
Dun & Bradstreet, credit information, 

reports, e¢f0....siiidssolinisidic 17, 395 
Repair of typewriters, calculators, 

adding machines, mimeograph ma- 

chines, addressing machines, etc_. 7,000 
Writing of 39 manuscrips to be pub- 

lished by SBA as management 


series pamphlet. .---2_--..-.__- 8, 100 
Training aids and visual aids___._____ 5, 000 
Miecellqneonsxi 22.05 sabe susunu 4, 000 
Insurance payments, $22.75 per man- 

year times 1,424 man-years_____-_- 32, 400 


Microfilming and duplicating, ODM 
ME Tack tanec aces Senedd nara deen wei 4, 000 





111, 400 


224, 000 












SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE—continued 






@8 - Supplies and_materials__.__...Ws. tiie hae 1) 
Office supplies at $40 per man-year___--...-_.-_-- $56, 960 iy 
Duplicating supplies and materials_...._.......... ii 







































CD: Tiguan lis ib cioide sed 
1, Expendable Equipment: For new employees and 
replacement of wornout equipment.__....~~-~ $3, 000 
2. Nonexpendable equipment—The following equip- j 
ment will be required for increased program 
operations : 
Cabinets, filing 5 drawer steel (60 
regional offices, 52 branch offices, 
20 Washington office), 132, at 
UG = a ease ceeceacaeennce $7, 260 
Cabinets, filing, safe, legal size (15 
regional offices, 5 Washington 


a ee | 6, 800 
Cabinets, filing, check size for 
hazard insurance, 15, at $25__-- 375 i 
Cabinets, addressing, stencil 27-tray 
i A eS ESS 


Legal book sets for attorneys, 15 
500 


fices, 10 Washington office, 25, 
Oe Brett fee ccntcsctemnteete ee 
Calculating, machine, 15, at $750__ 11, 250 
Adding machines, 15, at $350______ 5, 250 
Bookkeeping machines, 2, at $6,000_ 12, 000 
Equipment setup for additional em- 
ployees, 250, at $250_..__.._.______ 62, 500 
Typewriters, replacements for 20 
machines over 10 years old, 20, 
Stk Ae rcianek eee ane 3, 000 
Window type % horse power air 
conditioners for regional offices 
and branch offices that are lo- 
cated in non-Federal space, 12, 
at $230c.. > sani vtech cacti nn cn tars 3, 000 
Posting trays, 15, at $65_________-_ 97: 
Electric typewriters, 15, at $350... 5, 250 
To maintain small business coun- 
seling libraries required in all 
field offices to carry out SBA 
DeOsree SS. desc teacan 5, 000 
133, 410 
il Grants, subsidies and contributions.__.._.-..-....----.2--s_ . 501, 000 
This item provides for this agency’s contribution 
to the civil service retirement fund as required 
by sec. 4 (a) of Public Law 854, 84th Cong. The 
estimate represents 6144 percent of the estimated 
payroll costs of employees subject to the Retire- 
Ne a aiciick ik sioenscnseicni ghee tacmiiae San Seok $497, 500 
Also included in this estimate is an amount to be 
reimbursed to the Bureau of Employees’ Com- 
pensation, U. 8S. Department of Labor as required 
by sec. 206 (b) of the Small Business Act 
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MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE—Continued 


18 Refunds, awards, and indemnities___._._____._--___.--__--u_--_- $5, 000% 
It is estimated that the Small Business Administration in- 
centive awards program will approximate the 1957 level. 
15 Taxes’ ta eens... cn eal 10, 000 
Funds are requested for this item to permit the Small Busi- 
ness Administration to make payments into the social security 
fund, as required by the Federal Insurance Constributions Act. 
TOROS” OCRSr-elta- (POCO soa is ce eiccde 2, 21.9,'000 


REVOLVING FunD 


Program and financing 
[All data shown apply to SBA share only of loans authorized, collected, etc.] 


1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


























PROGRAM 
Loan commitments: 
Business loans: 
ile eae aon che cen arenes eekaee tae $22, 250,280 | $44, 136, 000 $48, 720, 000 
Immediate participation _..............---..--.---.-..- 28, 316, 618 68, 812, 000 92, 400, 000 
Deferred participation... .......-...-.-.+.-.+----4---. 17,851,913 | 19, 837, 000 26, 880, 000 
eo a eine A | 68, ~ 811 132, 785, 000 168, 000, 000 
Loans converted to deferred participation__-___....._.. 80, 640 42, 100 |__--- oie 
Disaster MAME 6. 225.2... <2 <<... 555 peat ae 42, 422) 500 12, 969, 000 15, 000, 000 
Less deferred participation business loans not expected to 
ib rcs ceksiticn ce tetid ances Sees eae eet 1 15, 242,670 | 2 13,344, 300 3 21, 504, 000 
Total net commitments 95, 679, 281 132, 451, 800 161, 496, 000 
Administrative expense. -- 3, 837, 051 5, 602, 000 7, 730, 000 
Other costs and expenses-.- : 3, 269 8 Bee 
Accrued receivables charged OM... te a 4, 688 2,900 |..---- BRLVSSEE 
Total operational program. -__....-.-..--------.-------- 99, 524,289 | 138, 077. 700 169, 226, 000 
Interest expense on funds expended ------- Sabena ottde walen 1, 180, 617 3, 013, 000 5, 801, 000 
Total program (obligations) .............--...----- dagdcil 100, 704,906 | 141,090, 700 175, 027, 000 
FINANCING ‘ 
Amounts becoming available: 
SII ie“ esi ceric nana iam aE Eade 45, 000, 000 95, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 
Principal collection on loans... .-.-.---------------------- 8, 751, 872 22, 141, 000 43, 689, 000 
Cancellation of loan commitments. _.........---.-.------- 12, 256,636 | 15,094,000 16, 760, 160 
DIS SING oo iii i i ce Mish «cei diiewtien 2, 131, 147 5, 100, 000 9, 851, 000 
Fee income on deferred participation loans__--__...._------ 312, 199 473, 000 \ 
Repayments to banks on deferred participation disaster 
loans not purchased by SBA... -.-- Sg beste toiietacalon asian 9, 388 135, 000 300, 000 
Loans converted between types---._.---..-.----------.---- 73, 900 DET Catincscacccnne 
I OE ITE I oss tee scsnnccncasmueeneetaneseen 7, 454 BEE Bididiccnnns peat 
Otier GrOGits OG SHOSUNG aa nnn ncn cnn a sbnetnddiadioonss 105 GH Gee fac~c.n00 saree 
Adjustment for deferred participation loans through June 
BY Soc. ndicdciiihsianwiisnticendinpmanspestmiagieedes PE henttrnnncdteeaniineameants 
Total amounts becoming available_.............-.---.-. 87, 331,544 | 138, 150, 000 171, 200, 160 
Unobligated balance brought forward__-_-__-_-- Sasol: 20, 140, 902 6, 767, 540 3, 826, 840 
Ne IG Cio Sear oo nt cntncaepne donee 107, 472,446 | 144, 917, 540 175, 027, 000 
Unobligated balance carried forw BO a ace enic wD —6, 767,540 | —3, 826,840 |......-...-... 
Financing applied to program. --....-....-.--.------.--- 100, 704,906 | 141,090, 700 175, 027, 000 


1 85 percent of commitments. 
2 80 percent of commitments, including cumulative adjustment to this percentage. 
3 80 percent of commitments. 


PURPOSE AND FINANCIAL STRUCTURE 


This fund finances the two types of lending activities of the Small Business 
Administration: (1) Business loans to small-business concerns, and (2) disaster 
loans to business firms and homeowners who have suffered damage from floods 
or other catastrophes, including loans to business concerns in designated areas 
affected by drought which have suffered substantial economic injury as a result 
of such drought. 
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Under legislation, which expired July 31,:1957, appropriations up to -$355 mil- 
‘ion were authorized to provide funds for these lending activities,.under which 
not to exceed $230 million could be outstanding at any time for. business loans and 
not to exceed $125 million could be outstanding for disaster loans. Appropria- 
tions of $220 million have been made. 

$8. 2504, as passed by the Congress on August 2 and signed by the President on 
August 3, 1957, extends the agency through July 31, 1958, and incfeases the au- 
thority for business loans from $230 million-to $305 million, with no ehange in 
the authority for disaster loans. 


BUDGET PROGRAM 
Business loans 

Pursuant to legislative authority, business loans may be made directly or in 
cooperation with banks or other lending institutions, and shall be of such sound 
value or so secured as reasonably to assure repayment. No loan may be made 
unless the financial assistance applied for is not otherwise available on reason- 
able terms. No direct loan may be made unless it is shown that a participation is 
not available, and no immediate participation loan may be made unless it is shown 
that a ‘deferred participation loan is not available. The Small Business Adminis- 
tration’s participation in a loan is limited to 90 percent of the amount thereof, 
‘and the agency’s maximum commitment to any.one borrower under either a par- 
ticipation or direct loan is limited to $250,000, except that in the case of a loan 
to a special corporation formed and capitalized by a group of small-business 
concerns, the maximum loan is $250,000 multiplied by the number of separate 
small businesses involved. Business loans are generally limited to a maturity of 
10 years and bear interest at a maximum of 6 percent, 

As shown on the accompanying statement of program and financing, it is 
estimated that the SBA share of new business loans to be approved in fiscal year 
1958 will aggregate $168.0 million, representing a total of 4,200 loans. These esti- 
mates are predicated on a volume of 700 loan applications a month, with ap- 
provals representing 50 percent thereof in an average size of $40,000 for the 
Small Business Administration share. For the first 11 months of fiscal year 1957 
applications received have averaged 577 per month, and reached a high of 702 
in March, in comparison with 324 average per month in the same period in fiscal 
year 1956. Projection of this upward trend and taking into consideration other 
factors affecting the need for financial assistance on the part of the small-business 
segment of the economy indicates that a monthly average of 700 applications can 
reasonably be anticipated. 

The average size of $40,000 used for estimating purposes is higher than the 
current fiscal year to date of $37,153. However, the trend in size of loans ap- 
proved is definitely upward as indicated by the fact that for the period January 1— 
May 31, 1957, the average has been $38,152, compared with $36,116 for the period 
of July 1-December 31, 1956. From a conservative standpoint in estimating fund 
requirements, the use of $40,000 average is clearly indicated by the trend in size 
of both applications and loans. 


Disaster loans 


No legislative restrictions exist on the amount which may be loaned to an 
individual or business suffering loss from a disaster. The maximum term for 
disaster loans is 20 years and the interest rate may not exceed 3 percent per 
annum on the Small Business Administration’s share of the loans. In view of 
the unpredictable nature of this program, it is impossible to estimate with ac- 
curacy the volume of new loans which may be authorized in 1958. For budgeting 
purposes, a nominal amount of $15 million in commitments has been assumed, 
compared with $13 million in 1957. 


Administrative expenses 


Administrative expenses for financial assistance activities, which are financed 
by a transfer of funds from the revolving fund to the appropriation for salaries 
-and expenses, are estimated at $7.7 million for 1958. 








500 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Summary of appropriation requirements 


Fiscal year 1958 requirements in summary for appropriations to increase the 
capital of the fund are: 


1958 program needs : Millions 
Business loans (including deferred participations at 20 percent)... $146.5 
Disaster loans 15. 0 
MATETRIAAC ART 6: AT AROR acct enchant siineranionneundee 7. 7 


a a a a a a a a ee ee 


Less: Loan repayments, cancellations and income, and unobligated 
balance brought forward from previous year (net of interest 
expense ) 


EE Sa Nanas en ag a re ee SIE EET, Tht Ds 100. 0 


OPERATING RESULTS AND FINANCIAL CONDITION 


The net loss for financial assistance activities, including provision for esti- 
mated losses in future periods on loans already made or to be made, was $4.8 
million in 1956, and is estimated to be $5.3 million in 1957 and $6.4 million in 
1958. The cumulative deficit through June 30, 1958, is estimated at $20.9 million. 
Income from low interest rate-disaster loans and from a large number of rela- 
tively small business loans is not sufficient to cover expenses of the lending 
program. It is anticipated, however, that as the amount of loans made and out- 
standing increases with a resultant increase in the amount of earnings, net losses 
in future years will decline. 

The net investment of the United States Government on June 30, 1957, is esti- 
mated to be $205.5 million, comprising $220 million of funds provided by appro- 
priation to the revolving fund less $14.5 million cumulative deficit. As of June 
30, 1958, the net investment of the United States Government is estimated to be 
$299.1 million, consisting of appropriations of $320 million minus an accumulated 
deficit of $20.9 million. 


Condensed statement of income and expense and financial condition (all data shown 
apply to SBA share only of loans receivable, income from loans, etc.) 


















































| 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
' 
OSE ie A, PEDO POE CE PS ee, See ee $2, 449, 887 $5, 573, 000 $10, 451, 000 
ea ate ag ae niacen ng Giemmetianthy aanon ite See tes 7, 294, 909 10, 881, 600 | 16, 857, 000 
Ese | ———__-____|__ 
Net income or loss (—) for the year__........-..-----.-- —4, 845,022 | —5,308,600  —6, 406,000 
ASsets: 
en ek tk thse whe badekall pus ...----| 43,865, 821 66, 547, 608 | 69, 682, 608 
IIE TOUT cao ooo econ nnnncencans ie 545, 346 | 785, 346 _ 335, 346 
Loans receivable: { 
Paainees loans. aaa ee a-sdeaiiaial 42, 039, 731 103, 038, 531 201, 070, 531 
Weemeber Teens... 0. il Ls il st Lae 43, 432, 130 | 51, 923, 130 
ee | 75,841,861 | 146,470,661 | 252, 993, 661 
Less allowance for losses. _.......-.--...------------ -| 2, 836, 995 5, 029, 095 | 8, 305, 270 
Net loans receivable. . ees -| 73,004,866 | 141, 441, 566 | 244, 688, 201 
RE IE Tits once 0 epee $a 7 hase er seer saxron a 30, 986 80, 986 
=e eS SS 
Total assets................- 117, 447, 019 | 208, 855, 506 | 305, 287, 331 
Liabilities and reserves: | : 
Current liabilities __... 1, 489, 890 3, 148, ai 5, 936, 577 
sires Kodincamanagsind ae : 112, 101 _170, 50 220, 326 
Total liabilities and reserves. ...........-- ; | 1,601,901! 3 8 3 319, 078 | 6, 156, 903 
Investment of U. 8. Government: 
Interest-bearing investment: Appropriation - | 75,944,954 | 142, 661, 167 | 241, 796, 167 
Non-interest-bearing investment: rendnipetin pita i 49, 055, 046 77, 338, 833 78, 203, 833 
Se RR incite thd tance teas cmnnsieiimaiin ibe | —9, 154,972 | —14, 463,572 | —20, 869, 572 
Total investment of U. 8. Government-....-.-.-_---- | 115, 845, 028 | 205, 536, 428 299, 130, 428 
| 


—— — 
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BILL, 1958 


Revo.vina Funp, SMALL Business ADMINISTRATION 


» Mehodute A-1.— Accrued expenditures by objects 





Actual,.1956 





07 Other contractual services: Reimbursement to ‘Salaries 

and Expenses, Smal] Business Administration”’ 
14 Interest expense on funds expended 
16 Investments and Loans 


Total accrued expenditures_--_..........-..-....------.. 
Net change in undisbursed loan commitments, exclusive of 


cancellations and ee to banks on deferred partici- 
pation loans 


Total obligations 





Estimate, 
| 1987 
$3, 837,051 | $5, 602, 000 | 
1, 180, 617 3, 013, 000 | 
61, 504,510 | 93, 042, 900 
66, 522,178 | 101, 657, 900 | 
34, 182, 728 | 39, 432, 800 
100, 704, 906 | 141, 090, 700 
| 


501 


| 


Estimate, 
1958 


| 150, 212, 000 
| 163, 743, 000 


11, 284, 000 
175, 027, 000 


Budget authorizations and receipts, expenditures and balances (all data shown apply 
to SBA share only of loans disbursed, collected, etc.) 








RUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS, RECEIPTS, AND RALANCES 
AVAILABLE 

Appropriation. -- See sm abaieninas oink sekania anpie ie adiaie 

Receipts from operations: 
Collection of loans. .--- 

Loans converted between types. -- | 

Sale of acquired collateral_________. > oot | 

Interest income. sad bnaaton 

Fee income on deferred participation loans_. 

Other credits and income- -- . | 

Decrease in selected working capital | 


Total receipts from operations. _. ’ | 
Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated _ ._- ; 
Obligated__- 


Total budget authorizations and receipts available 


EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Gross budget expenditures: 
Loans disbursed: 
Business loans _-- ‘ Ms dete 
Disaster loams...._-.-.--. ce en ~=-----| 
Administrative expenses 
Interest expense on funds expended Si 
Other costs and expemses...__- ; cent 


Total gross budget expenditures- --_- 
Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated _ . 
Obligated......_._- 


Total expenditures and balances _- 
BUDGET EXPENDITURES 


Gross budget expenditures 
Receipts from operations. -- 


Net budget expenditures__- 


Distribution of net budget expenditures: 
Out of current.authoprization 
Out of balances of the fund 








| 
































| — 22, 681, 787 





| 
| 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 
' | | 
$45, 000,000 | $95,000,000 | $100, 000, 000 
8,751,872 | 22,141,000! 43,688,000 
73, 900 101, 000 | ; 
7, 454 79,000 |. 
2, 131, 147 5, 100, 000 9, 851, 000 
312, 199 | 473,000 | 600, 000 
105 | 27,000 | __- 
882, 624 1, 418,687 | 2, 738, 000 
12, 159,301 | 29, 339, 687 56, 878, 000 
20, 140, 902 6, 767,540 | 3, 826, 840 
33, 087,796 | 37, 098, 281 62, 720, 768 
120, 387,999 |, 168, 205, 508 223, 425,08 
— == — 

30, 840,027 | 78,131,000 | 136, 712,000 
30, 656,526 | 14, 888,000 13, 500, 000 
3,837,051 | 5,602, 000 7, 730, 000 
1, 180,617 | 3,013, 000 5, 801, 000 
7,957 | $0, 00D- 1. 25 5-~0462- 
66, 522,178 | 101,657,900 | 163, 743, 000 

6, 767,540 | 3, $26, 840 | elas 
37,008,281 | 62,720,768 | 50, 682, 608 
110, 387. 999 | 168, 205, 508 | _ 228, 425, 608 
66, 522,178 | 101,657,900 | 163, 74, 000 
12, 159,302 | 29, 339,687 56, 878, 000 
54, 362,877 | 72,318,213 | 108, 865, 000 
45, atid 95, 000,000 | 100,000, 000 
9, 362, 877 6, 865, 000 
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Status of certain fund balances 





1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 











Unexpended balance: Cash with Treasury....................| $43,865,821 | $66, 547, 608 $59, 682, 608 
Net obligations outstanding: 
Current liabilities__....._._._-- sihoutneih ans iene Ottis 1, 489, 890 3, 148, 577 5, 936, 577 
Undisbursed:loan commitments__._-___...----.--_-_-_--- 36, 153, 737 60, 357, 537 54, 581, 377 
I 0 ot cosas abe re eee —545, 346 —785, 346 —835, 346 
Net obligations outstanding......_______- | 37,098, 281 | 62, 720,768 59, 682, 608 
Unobligated portion of certain fund balances_-__....-._.-__--- | 6,767, 540} 8, 826, 840 2 Rae 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Barnes will testify in support of these re- 
quests. 

Mr. Barnes. Mr. Chairman, I have a rather full statement, but I 
ean touch on the highlights of this request. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the full statement 
be incorporated in the record, and that Mr. Barnes be requested to 
comment briefly on the highlights of his statement. 

Chairman Haypven. It may be done. 

Senator Hotianp. The full statement will be incorporated in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY WENDELL B. BARNES, ADMINISTRATOR, SMALL BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, the estimate before you for 
consideration represents the original and complete estimate for the Small Busi- 
ness Administration for the fiscal year 1958. It has not been possible to submit 
the annual estimate heretofore because the Small Business Act of 1953, as 
amended, expired on July 31, 1957, and legislation to extend the agency was 
not finally acted on prior to that date. S. 2504, extending SBA until July 31, 
1958, was passed by the Congress on August 2 and signed by the President on 
August 3, 1957. 

In summary, the budget estimate requests $11,650,000 for salaries and ex- 
penses, including a reserve for contingencies of $860,000, as compared to 
$8,414,000 available in 1957, and an increase to the revolving fund of $100 million, 
raising the total of that fund to $320 million. In terms of numbers of personnel, 
the 1958 estimate provides for 1,521 permanent positions as compared to 1,253 
positions established as of June 30, 1957. The following paragraphs will outline 
more specifically the purposes of the increases, as well as some of our accom- 
plishments to date. 

Financial assistance.—Fiscal year 1957 produced a workload under the busi- 
ness-loan program considerably in excess of that originally contemplated. At 
the beginning of the year, budget estimates had been predicated on an average 
monthly receipt of 350 applications. In contrast, actually receipts averaged 572 
per month and reached a high of 702 in March. 

Last year’s level of new business applications continued the upward trend 
which the agency has experienced each year since the beginning of the loan 
program on September 29, 1953. Fiscal 1957 receipts totaled 6,864 in comparison 
with 4,081 in 1956, 3,318 in 1955, and 2,289 in 1954. The monthly average of 572 
applications in 1957 represents an increase of 68.2 percent over the monthly 
average of 340 in 1956, which, in turn, reflected a 23.2-percent increase over the 
1955 monthly average of 276. 

Commensurate with the increase in applications filed, the number of business 
loans approved each year has exceeded approvals of the previous year. In 1957, 
3,536 loans in a total amount of $159 million were approved, in comparison with 
a 1956 total of 1,915 loans for $82 million. Through June 30, 1957, SBA has 
approved 7,096 loans for $325 million, of which the Government’s share amounts 
to $270 million. 
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During the fiscal year 1957, SBA approved 58.7 percent of the applications 
acted on (approved and .declined), a substantial increase over the 45.4-percent 
rate on a cumulative basis through June 30, 1956. This improvement in the qual- 
ity of applications is further accompanied by a decrease in the rate of withdrawal 
of applications, down to 9.4 percent in 1957 from the rate of 14.9 percent on a 
cumulative basis through. 1956. 

The continued increase in loan applications is due to several factors, among 
which are: 

1. The high level of business activity has resulted in an enormous demand for 
eredit. 

2. The agency’s limited loan participation plan, specifically designed to meet 
the credit needs of small retail, wholesale, and service firms, has met with increas- 
ingly favorable acceptance. Of the loans approved in fiscal year 1957, 1,307 were 
under this program as compared with 472 during the last 6 months of fiscal year 
1956. Although the LLP program had been in limited operation on an experi- 
mental basis earlier, it was not extended nationwide until January 1, 1956. 

3. The continuing requests of banks to help with the credit needs of the many 
small firms they serve. In 1956, 70.2 percent of loan approvals were made in 
participation with banks; in 1957, this ratio increased slightly to 70.6 percent. 

Projection of the trends indicated by the foregoing figures adequately sup- 
ports, in our view, the estimate of 700 business-loan applications per month which 
has been used in the development of 1958 requirements for our financial assistance 
activities. At present and projected rates, a volume of 700 applications per month 
would result in loan approvals averaging at least 350 per month. 

Our budget estimate for 1958 provides, in addition to personnel required to 
process applications, for a staff adequate to handle the closing and disbursing 
of new loans and the administration and servicing of not only the new loans 
made but also the accumulation of loans made in years prior to 1958. 

The bases used for the development of our budget requirements are explained 
in detail in the justifications which have been furnished to the committee. I 
would like, however, to specifically point out several procedural or operational 
changes which have been taken into consideration in the formulation of our staff 
requirements, and which also are discussed more fully in the justifications. 

1. The increasing workload of outstanding loans to be serviced imposes added 
responsibilities to insure to the maximum extent that, eventually, such loans are 
repaid in full and currently are repaid in line with the amortization schedule. 
For this purpose, as well as for more efficient operations, the financial specialists 
charged with loan administration are being organized into a loan administration 
and liquidation section in most regional offices. Emphasis is being placed on 
service to borrowers to help them meet operating problems, representing preven- 
tive actions to forestall delinquencies before they occur. 

2. Specific program requirements have been established for appraisals of loan 
collateral by technical staff members of the Office of Procurement and Technical 
Assistance. Experience has shown that better loan appraisals are essential in 
order to assure the adequacy of collateral offered in support of a loan and to 
provide a basis for the adequacy of hazard insurance on such collateral. Such 
actions are designed to minimize possible Government losses. 

3. To improve services to borrowers, additional loan closing responsibilities 
have been placed on the field attorneys. 

Actual losses to date in our business-loan program are small. As of June 30, 
1957, $97,845 in principal balance had been charged off by the agency as un- 
collectible. In addition, however, as of May 25, 1957, 80 loans were in a liqui- 
dation status, while 87 others had payments due which were delinquent in ex- 
cess of 60 days. The unpaid principal balance of these 167 loans was $5,318,271. 
Many of the loans currently delinquent will work out satisfactorily, and it is an- 
ticipated that existing collateral will permit recovery of the greater portion of 
the unpaid principal balance of the loans in liquidation. 

The committee will recall, I am sure, the problems which have faced us in the 
past when funds authorized for administrative expenses have proven inade- 
quate to meet workload levels in excess of the budget estimates. Due to the 
unpredictable changes in economic conditions, it is impossible to estimate pre- 
cisely the financial assistance program workload which may occur several months 
in the future. To provide the flexibility needed to cope with workload changes, 
our estimates and authorizing language propose that the amount authorized for 
transfer from the revolving fund to the appropriation for salaries and expenses 
include a contingency reserve of 10 percent ($860,000), to be apportioned by the 
Bureau of the Budget for use only when warranted. Such a reserve is essential 
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to insure that if and when applications are received at a continuing level in 
excess of the budget estimates, prompt action may be taken to avoid the accumu- 
lation of large backlogs and the attendant hardships imposed on borrowers need- 
ing funds. 

With respect to disaster loan activities, the SBA has made financial assistance 
available to homeowners and business firms who suffered losses as a result of 
hurricanes, tornadoes, floods, and other natural catastrophes in an increasingly 
large number of areas througheut the United States and in Puerto Rico and 
Hawaii. Fortunately, the magnitude of disasters which struck last year was 
not as great as in 1956, indicated by the fact that 1957 applications totaled only 
1,944 in comparison with 4,006 in 1956. Disaster loans approved in 1957 
amounted to 1,597 totaling $13 million whereas in 1956 we approved 3,309 loans 
for $44.4 million. During the past year increased emphasis was placed on finan- 
cial assistance to small firms in drought areas which have suffered economic 
injury as a result of the drought. Through June 30, 1957, a total of 148 drought 
loans for $3 million had been approved, including 110 for $2.1 million in fiscal 
year 1957. 

Requirements for the disaster-loans program are, of course, highly unpredict- 
able. Therefore, our budget request proposes a continuation of the authority 
available in 1957 whereby funds required in 1958 for new disaster loan making, 
closing, and servicing may be transferred with the approval of the Bureau of 
the Budget from the revolving fund to the appropriation for salaries and ex- 
penses. The budget estimates before you include provision for funds and staff 
in 1958 to administer and service disaster loans made in prior years. 

In summary and as compared with last year, the 1958 estimate for financial 
assistance activities reflects a dollar increase of $1,996,000, of which $1,300,000 
is required to pay the costs for a full year in 1958 of the staff authorized late in 
fiscal year 1957 to handle the increased workload level as discussed above. The 
balance of $696,000 is necessary primarily to provide additional staff to service 
the increasing number of outstanding loans. 

Procurement and technical assistance—Turning now to our procurewent and 
technical-managerial assistance activities, the Small Business Administration 
has two primary functions: (1) to assist small firms desiring to participate in 
Government procurements and (2) to help small firms keep abreast of improved 
production, managerial, and marketing techniques. The attached statement fur- 
nishes comparative information on certain of the activities conducted under these 
programs and points up the increase in volume encountered in almost all of the 
significant phases of this work. 

Out of a total of 110 technical man-years for field activities, we have budgeted 
71 for procurement assistance, in an effort to arrest the continued downward 
trend in the share of military procurement going to small business, and to increase 
the small-business proportion of civilian agency procurement. Top priority is 
being given to the joint small business set-aside operation and also to subcontract- 
ing activities. 

Set-aside actions earmarking Government purchases for exclusive award to 
small business firms have increased progressively, both with respect to number of 
set-aside actions and contracts awarded. These set-asides are made by SBA 
jvintly with the Department of Defense, and with civilian agencies. As the attach- 
ment will show, the value of procurements set-aside for small business increased 
49.6 percent during the fiscal year 1957, over the previous year. Likewise, the 
value of contract awards resulting from these set-asides for the same period in- 
creased 60.2 percent. Despite these increases in program activity, the small- 
business share of net military procurement has declined each fiscal year since 
1954. To assist in halting this downward trend, our budget proposal provides 
additional manpower to cover more procurement installations. During fiscal year 
1957, joint set-aside operations were carried on by 16 full-time SBA representa- 
tives and 23 employees who, working out of regional offices, covered numerous 
purchasing locations on a part-time basis. This limited staff was assigned to 
159 purchasing installations. By increasing the staff to provide about 50 man- 
years in 1958, the number of installations covered can be increased to approxi- 
mately 200, and more complete coverage of those on a part-time basis can be 
accomplished. 

With respect to the development of subcontracting, opportunities for small 
firms, our contracts with prime contractors during the fiscal year 1957 increased 
37.9 percent over the fiscal year 1956. At the same time, the ageney made 82 
percent more referrals of subcontracting opportunities to small firms. The 
proposed budget provides 12 man-years of technical personnel for this important 
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phase of the procurement assistance program. Such a staff would provide for 
appropriate contacts and followups with the approximately 400 firms that have 
adopted the subcontracting program of the Department of Defense pursuant to 
DOD Instruction 4100.20, as well as other firms who would have work to sublet 
to small concerns. Other procurement assistance such as providing new sources of 
supply, giving advice on procurement matters to small firms which are encoun- 
tering difficulty in bidding for Government contracts, etc., are. estimated to 
require 9 man-years of technical services in the field in 1958. 

For the technical-managerial assistance programs, the budget estimate pro- 
vides 39 field man-years of technical services. Twenty of these man-years are 
estimated to be required for processing certificates of competency; providing 
technical counseling for production and industrial problems of new and under- 
staffed small firms; continuing the inventory of small business productive facili- 
ties on a nationwide basis; making plant surveys; and related phases of produc- 
tion assistance. Fifteen man-years are requested for providing technical infor- 
mation needed in the solution of product, process, and market-development 
problems. The remaining 4 man-years would permit the agency to reach a large 
number of the 250 educational institutions which are available for administrative 
management courses. During the fiscal year 1957, 57 educational institutions 
offered 105 such courses. 

To the extent possible, the additional employees requested will be assigned 
to our 26 branch offices. At the present, 14 have one procurement and technical 
assistance employee, irrespective of the number of small firms and size of the 
area served by each office; and there are no staff specialists in the remaining 
12 branch offices. Small-business owners often are required to travel hundreds 
of miles to receive assistance offered under these programs. 

The estimated increased workload will require an appropriation increase of 
$670,000 over the $1,900,000 appropriated for fiscal year 1957. 

Research and Washington staff—It is apparent that new small-business as- 
sistance programs will be required to better solve some of the special problems 
of small business. To carry out our responsibilities under the Small Business 
Act, this agency should conduct research projects for the purposes of evaluating 
the position of small business and the impact of the policies of other Government 
agencies on small business. This budget proposal contains $50,000 for research 
projects such as: financing and availability of capital, tax problems, merger 
problems, impact of inflation on availability of labor and capital, and diminution 
of competition in regulated industries not subject to antitrust laws. 

This budget includes $20,000 for transfer to the Bureau of the Census for 
special size data tabulations. The present small-business size standards are 
based on the size data tabulated from the 1947 Census of Manufacturers and the 
1948 Census of Business, and on the experience of making size determinations 
since the Small Business Administration was established. The agency needs 
up-to-date size statistics in order to reevaluate the size standards in the light 
of changes in the size structure of the business economy since 1947 and 1948. 
An increase of 6 positions is being requested for the Office of the Economic Ad- 
viser to properly plan, coordinate, and evaluate results obtained from these re- 
search and size studies. 

All other Washington staff inereases are primarily related to the expanded 
field programs and represent the minimum staff for the anticipated program 
workload. 

Revolving fund.—This fund finances the business and disaster loan programs 
authorized by the Small Business Act of 1953, as amended. Under the new 
amendment, appropriations up to a maximum of $430 million are authorized to 
provide funds for these lending activities, under which not to exceed $305 mil- 
lion may be outstanding for business loans and not to exceed $125 million may 
be outstanding for disaster loans. 

To finance the anticipated amount of business and disaster loans to be ap- 
proved in 1958, our budget estimate requests an appropriation of $100 million for 
the fund, increasing the total to $320 million. This requirement is predicated 
on a volume of 700 business loan applications per month, with approvals repre- 
senting 50 percent thereof in an average size of $40,000 for the Small Business 
Administration’s share of such loans. 

Our estimates reflect a projection of the upward trends which we have expe- 
rienced in both the ratio of approvals to total applications disposed of and in 
the average size of loans. In fiscal year 1956, approvals equaled 50.6 percent 
of applications available for consideration. In 1957 this ratio was 53.2 percent. 
With respect to the dollar amounts, the average size of the SBA share of loans 
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approved in 1956 was. $35,728 ; for the-6 months ended December 31, 1956, it was 
$36,116;'and for the period January 1—June 30, 1957, it was $38, 264. 

In estimating fund requirements for new business loans of .$146.5 million, we 
have continued our policy of considering as a commitment only 20 percent of 
the agency’s share of estimated deferred participation loans. ; 

It is impossible, of course, to estimate with any accuracy the volume of dis- 
aster loans which may be approved in 1958. For budgeting purposes we have 
assumed a nominal amount of $15 million, compared with $13 million in 1957. 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and I 
will be glad to answer questions or supply such additional information. as the 
members ‘may desire. 


Small Business Administration—Selected statistics on procurement and technical 
assistance activities, fiscal year 1957, in comparison with fiscal year 1956 





Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1957 1956 


11, 851 
Value s $744, 335, 300 
Set-asides awarded . al 19, 389 
Value. ____. cars | $552, 573, 200 
Prime contract referrals_ 53, 857 
Contacts to develop subcontract opportunities 4, 741 
Subcontract referrals ____- 6, 384 
Cases of procurement assistance counseling and pre: ‘to procure- 
ment agencies In behalf of small firms..........:...........--........---.-- 30, 389 
Firms assisted to bid on specific procurements-_-_-_- 10, 029 
Additional sources of supply furnished for bidders’ lists on which small- 
business competition was needed 8, 885 
Certificates of competency: 
Applications received..................-.. ehvuapokcont<eseees 238 : 
Value _-_-- Boos sdbtten Sadnnonvidsinesasaeee~| SURG $38, 559, 100 
Certificates of competency issued. 104 106 
, Ore Pe $14, 717, 500 
Plant visits in connection with progress of certified contracts... -- 792 677 
Engineering surveys (loans, certificates, preaward, etc.)__--- 3, 340 
Cases in which production and management assistance, including ‘material 
and equipment assistance, was given 4,413 
Requests for products assistance handled 3 9, 402 
Inventions listed in the Products List Circular 31,090 
Requests received for information and data on inventions listed in the 
Products List Circular 











1 These awards resulted in 13,416 contracts to small firms. 
2 These awards resulted in 8,140 contracts to small firms. 
3 Through May of each fiscal year only. 

4 September 1955-May 1956. 

5 December 1955-May 1956. 


CONTINUING RESOLUTION 


Senator Hottanp. Now, proceed, please, Mr. Barnes. 

Mr. Barnes. Mr. Chairman, before getting on the requests them- 
selves, we have an urgent problem which I would like to call to your 
attention. In view of the fact that we are just now getting to the 
1958 appropriations, we have been depending on the continuing reso- 
lutions for interim funds for the operation of SBA. If you will recall, 
House Resolution 426, which provides funds for all of those agencies 
whose 1957 appropriations have not yet been enacted, has passed the 
House and not yet passed the Senate. 

Chairman Haypen. It will pass this afternoon. 

Senator Hotianp. It is set for action immediately when the Senate 
resumes. 

Mr. Barnes. Our current payroll is involved, and I wanted to call 
that to your attention. 

Senator Horzanp. We can understand why you would be greatly 
concerned about that, Mr. Barnes. 
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Mr. Barnes. Not only myself, but all the employees of SBA appre- 
ciate your action on this. 


BUDGET REQUEST 


The present budget request is $100 million and it would increase the 
revolving fund to $320 million. ‘This request this year compares with 
$95 million appropriated m 1957. The authorized appropriations for 
both business and disaster loans amount to $430 million. 

Now, as to salaries. and expenses, the budget request of $11,650,000 
includes a contingency reserve of $860,000 for unanticipated lending 
workload. 

This estimate compares with $8,414,000 which was made available 
in 1957. 

The changes by specific programs, increases or decreases, are as 
follows 
Senator Rosertson. Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Robertson. 
Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir? 





PERSON NEL INCREASE 


Senator Roserrson. Before Mr. Barnes leaves that point, we may 
saye a little time, I would like him to explain why adding 268 to his 
personnel increases his overhead salaries and expenses. account by 
nearly 40 percent. 

Mr. Barnes. During the last fiscal year, Senator, a very large in- 
crease in our workload took place, and an increase in employment was 
authorized during the latter half of the fiscal year, over and above 
that appropriated for at the start of the year, so that some of those em- 
ployees were only on the payroll during the latter part of the year. 
i This is Mr. Hanna, our Controller, Senator, who will explain that 
urther. 

Mr. Hanna. As a matter of fact, the increase includes $1,300,000, 
which would be required merely to pay the full year’s cost. of. em- 
ployees who were added during the latter part of the. year, under 
authorization of the supplemental which was passed last spring. 

Senator Rozerrson. When you say $860,000 is for contingencies, 
what.kind of contingencies do you have for salaries and expenses? 


EFFECT OF DISCOUNT RATE INCREASE 


Mr. Barnes. For example, Senator, this request cleared the Bureau 
of the Budget several weeks ago. Last week the! Federal Reserve 
Board raised again the discount rate. : Each time in the past that this 
has happened it has been accompanied—not caused by, necessarily; 
I do not say there is a causation—but within a period of 2 or 3 months 
there has been an increase of 20 to 30 percent in the number of loan 
applications that have been filed by small businesses: There also has 
been an increase in the prime rates of New York banks, and, no doubt, 
the other banks of the country will follow. ; 

The prime rate is now at such a level that, whereas the ‘6-percent 
interest rate charged by SBA 3. and 4 years ago, at that time seemed in 
the higher bracket of rates, now I have a feeling that it: is appealing 
as compared to the rates at which businessmen are able to obtain loans 
in their own communities. Consequently, this reflects a potential 
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workload that is likely to occur in the near future based on what has 
occurred in the past. There is every reason to expect it will occur 
again this time. 

Senator Roserrson. Mr. Chairman, with respect to the workload, if 
you recall, when we abolished RFC, we were in a period of such pros- 
perity that we thought that a Small Business Administration would 
not have a great deal to do. We started out in a rather small way and 
with small funds, but we have continued in a boom, getting more so 
every year, apparently, until a lot of people are now disturbed about 
inflation. 

The testimony is that in 1 year we upped the expense of operation 
nearly 40 percent, and I just cannot imagine what is going to happen 
if this boom should suddenly end and small business should really 
have to come back, because the banks do not have the money—the banks 
have it now, but small business does not want to pay what they charge. 


EXPANSION OF BANK OREDIT 


Mr. Barnes. Senator, if you would like a comment from me on this: 
One of the things that has happened, as we see it, is that some of the 
larger companies have found—and I am no expert on this—it to their 
advantage not to go into the bond market at a time when they may 
have to pay a higher interest rate on their bonds, so they have gone to 
banks and been able to get bank loans. The bank credit has been 
expanded, as a matter of fact, but this, in many instances, does put 
a squeeze on the banks to serve their best customers, and this makes 
the smaller businessmen have to seek their funds elsewhere. 

Senator Youne. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Rosertson. I yield. 

Senator Youne. In areas such as North Dakota, the banks are not 
able to handle most of these loans. They are not even permitted to do 
so under their regulations. As a result, small business is not exactly 
booming in many areas. Will you also handle that? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Rorertson. I realize that small business does not always 
share in the boom. But, over the last 25 years, I notice how once 
these-bureaus have started out, they enlarge in the expense of them. 

We had that with the Fish and Wildlife Service. I got through a 
bill earmarked “Excise tax on guns and ammunition for wildlife,” 
and I got through a bill to have a stamp for duck shooting. They get 
a percentage of that. They just pyramid and pyramid, with the em- 
ployees, and, as the sales go up, they use it. I think it is necessary 
to have this Small Business Administration, but we ought to sort of 
watch the spending of the fund. If, in a period of great prosperity, 
the workload has increased 40 percent more, what would happen if 
the boom should cease ? 

Senater Youne. I would like to make this comment. The Small 
Business Administration’s policy has been a whole lot toughter than 
RFC. I have complained: “What is the use of being in business? 
You are not making loans in my area.” They then sent me a list of 
loans they made, but I think their policy has been too tough. 

Senator Roperrson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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LIMITED LOAN PARTICIPATION PLAN 


Senator Hotianp. Mr. Barnes, I note from your statement that in 
fiscal 1957 you made a substantial number of loans under the partici- 
pation program. You speak of it as the LLP program, limited loan 
participation plan, and that total number is 1,307 loans as compared 
to 472 during the last 6 months of fiscal 1956. Has that trend of in- 
crease of those participation loans continued at this time ? 

Mr. Barnes. It has, until now, sir, and we sincerely hope it will. 
By encouraging borrowers to seek participation loans, rather than 
direct loans, it is possible to use less Government employees. 

Senator Hotianp. And less Government money ? 

Mr. Barnes. And less Government money. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you have a statement showing the amount 
of funds loaned by the banks in the course of these 1,307 limited loans, 
participation loans, and the amount of loans by your agency? 

Mr. Hanna. During 1957, the SBA’s share of the total loans, busi- 
ness loans, was $132,061,000. The total loans approved were—— 

Senator Hottanp. Justa minute. What is that? 

Mr. Hanna. That isthe SBA’s share only, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. That is the public money that went into those 
particular loans ? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, sir. 


PRIVATE FUNDS INVOLVED IN LOANS 


Senator Hottanp. How much private money ¢ 

Mr. Hanna. The total of such loans was $159 million, which 
would mean $27 million of bank money was involved in those loans. 

Senator Horianp. As a matter of fact, about one-sixth of the total 
of these joint loans was private money ? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hoitianp. And about five-sixths was Federal money; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. Cannot you make a better division on that than 
5 to 1? 

Mr. Barnes. The law says that as to participation loans the bank 
must put in at least 10 percent, so that one-sixth does reflect some- 
what of a share above the minimum, and we, of course, do encourage 
banks totake a larger share if they can. 

The present high demand for credit, however, is one that encour- 
ages a bank to stretch its funds as far as it possibly can among its 
depositors, and a bank obviously can take care of 2 or 3 depositors, 
using this route, where it would use all of its own funds and possibly 
take careof only one. 

INTEREST RATE 


Senator Magnuson. What is the interest rate? What is the aver- 
age interest rate ? 

Mr. Barnes. On our loans, all the direct loans are at 6 percent. 

Senator Macnuson. What is the participation rate ? 
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Mr. Barnes. Participation loans are between 5 and 6 percent, and 
such a high percentage are at 6 percent that the average would be 
justa fr action under 6 percent. 

The figures we gave you now were not limited to the LLP, or the 
limited participation loans, but included all of the participation, loans. 

The limited loan participation plan is restricted to loans of $15,000 
or less, that is, where the Government share is not more than ‘$15,000, 
or 
Senator Magnuson. They are what you would call small loans, are 
they ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. In all those the banks are required to put up 
25 percent and the term:is not more than 5 years, and this takes care of 
the very small retailer and merchant. 

The: other participation loans, of course, are in excess of that 
amount, Sometimes the bank takes less than 25 percent. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not mean that the 1,307, loans.that, you 
list are not all limited participation. 

Mr. Barnes. They are all limited participation loans. 

Senator Hotianp. I wonder if you could file as a part of the record 
a complete statement showing the number of loans of each class and 
the amounts involved and in the case of the limited participation 
loans, the amount of private money that is involved. 

Mr. Barnes. We have a restriction—at least 25 percent of each of 
those limited participation loans is bank money. We will not accept 
a loan unless that much is involved. 


BANK ACCEPTANCE OF DEFERRED PARTICIPATION 


Another development I should mention is that at first in our ex- 
perience it was possible to get the banks to take deferred participa- 
tion, in which they would put up all the money and all the funds, and 
we would then agree to buy a share in the loan at some future time. 

The recent situation.during the past. year or more has been such 
that there has tended to be a shift from that type back to immediate 
participation, in which the banks asked the Government to put up 
the Government’s share in cash immediately rather than the banks 
putting up all the funds. And this further is an. indication of the 
high demand for credit and the restricted cash position in which so 
many banks find themselves. 


SUMMARY LOAN STATEMENT 


Senator Hottanp. Would you furnish for the record a breakdown 
of the various types of business and the amounts involved in each 
loan, both of the Federal money and in the case of the limited par- 
ticipation loans, of the private money also ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. That would include as 1 classification disaster 
loans, 1 for direct loans, and 1 for limited participation ? 

Mr. Barnzs. : Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hottanp. Would there be others than those ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes. Participation by types. We will give you that 
kind of schedule. 

Senator Hotianp. Give usa full breakdown. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Please do that right away because I am sure the 
committee would like to act on this matter very promptly here. 

Mr. Barnes. All right, sir. 

( The information referred to follows :) 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR ADDITION TO REVOLVING FUND 


Senator Youne. Could I ask one question ? 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Young. aE a 

Senator Youne. What is your justification for the additional $100 
million you are asking for your revolving fund? Ifthe Senate should 

ut in $100 million what is your justification against any cut that the 
Foam would propose? Why do you need it? 

Mr. Barnes. This goes completely into the revolving fund from 
which the loans are made. That revolving fund is at present exhausted, 
or nearly so. This $100 million is the fund from which loans would be 
made during 1958, plus funds that are paid back in from loans that 
have been currently made. 

Senator Youne. How did you arrive at this round figure of $100 
million? Is that somewhat of a guess? 

Mr. Barnes. It is not a round figure when to it is added the repay- 
ments that are received currently from the loans that have previ- 
ously been made. Mr. Hanna will give you a more detailed explana- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Hanna. The $100 million includes a rounded figure of $15 mil- 
lion for disaster loans. The rest of it was computed by a projection 
of an average receipt of 700 applications per month, of which approxi- 
mately 50 percent will result in loan approvals at an average size of 
$40,000. That is the SBA’s share. 

In other words, the impact of such approvals on the revolving fund, 
broken down by types, direct, immediate, and deferred, come to a 
total of $168 million in loan approvals during the current year, of 
business loans and $15 million for disaster loans. 

Offsetting that would be some cancellations, approximately 10 per- 
cent on the average, of about $17 million, principal collection of about 
$44 million, interest income of about $10 million. Also with respect to 
the deferred participation loans, in order to conserve appropriations, 
we only commit 20 percent of such amounts against the fund, based on 

ast experience that only a small proportion of those will actually ever 
be brought in by the Government. 

Senator Youne. How badly would you be hurt if Congress only 
allowed you $50 million or $75 million ? 

Mr. Hanna. It would mean that we would run out of funds some- 
time during the year, Senator. 

Senator Youne. Would you expect to run out of funds? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanna. The $100 million was estimated to cover us on this 
base throughout the current fiscal year. 

Senator Satronstatu. Are you through, Senator ? 


ESTIMATE OF FUNDS NEEDED 


Senator Young. I have one more question. 

Senator Hotianp. I wish to ask one question after Senator Young. 

Senator Youne. In the past, how close have your estimates been on 
the amount of the funds you needed ? 

Mr. Hanna. We had little less than $4 million left.at the end of the 
last fiscal year out of a $95 million appropriation. 

Senator. Young. You are figuring it pretty close. 
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Mr. Barnes. As T said earlier, Senator Young, this request was 
approved before the latest action ‘aising the F ederal Reserve discount 

rate from 3 to 314 percent. 

Senator Young. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Barnes, I notice that your collections for 
your revolving fund from loans for this last year were $22,141,000. 
That was collections on principal. You estimate right at $44 million 
for collections in 1958. Is that overoptimistic or do you think the 
loans are so much further advanced on an average than they were 
during fiscal 1957 that that would be a continuance of the rate of 
repayment, really. that you sustained, almost double—in 1957 ? 

Mr. Hanna. It results primarily, Senator Holland, from adding on 
the additional disbursements made during the last fiscal year, so our 
total receivables outstanding as of June 30, 1957, are almost twice 
as great as last year. 

Senator Hotianp. Do your figures mathematically reflect the larger 
amount which the same rate of repayment your experience indicated 
for 1957 would make available in 1958? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, sir. 

REPAYMENT RATE 


Senator Hotianp. Is there any trend either for a greater rate or a 
faster rate of repayment or a slower one that you have noticed 
recent months ? 

Mr. Hanna. There has been a steady increase in the rate of repay- 
ments each month, which we have attributed to the increased receiv- 
ables item. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you mean an increase in the rate of repay- 
ments or in amounts of repayments? 

Mr. Hanna. In the amount of repayments. 

Senator Hortzanp. What about the rate? Has the rate of repay- 
ment increased or diminished or remained about constant ? 

Mr. Barnes. The average maturity is about the same, and we do 
not see any increase in delinquencies, or anything of that sort. We 
obviously have somewhat larger delinquency problems now and hb 
to put more people on the collection of the loans than we did last vea 
or the year before, because we have more loans on the books, and there e- 
fore more problems. 

Senator Hotianp. But the percentage of delinquencies, you say, 
has not increased ¢ 

Mr. Barnes. It has not increased. 

Senator Satronstaty. Are you through ? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 

Senator Satronstati. Mr. Chairman ? 

Chairman Haynen. Senator Saltonstall ¢ 


AVERAGE LENGTH OF LOAN 


Senator Sarronstatn. Senator Holland asked the question T was 
going to: ask: What is the average length of your loan ? 

Mr. Barnes. A little over 5 years. 

Senator Sarronsrary. So that your purpose, really, in asking for 
more money now set, wp in your revolying fund is beeause the ‘fund 
has not been going long enough to get the money coming back in? 
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Mr. Barnes. That is correct, sir, It is not being repaid at a rate 
which will enable us to meet all requests that are approved for new 
loans out of the repayments. 

Senator Sarronstaty. Ultimately, Mr. Barnes, we have to set up a 


limit on the revolving fund rather than have the fund keep on in- 
creasing, have we not? 
Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 


Senator SatronstaLL. What do you think that limit should be? 

Mr. Barnes. Sir, there are so many imponderables i in making such 
an estimate, but I thought someplace between $400 million and $500 
million would be the point at which the fund would revolve with re- 
spect to business loans. But, also affected is the demand for credit, 
generally, and how able the private banks are to meet it, and how 
many referrals they make to us of acceptable borrowers. The trends 
that I mentioned earlier, the increase in the prime rate by the banks, 
tend to force the smaller borrowers to the edge of the lending spec- 
trum, I think, insofar as the private banks are concerned. 

Senator Sauronstat,. Then what you want this year will have it 
up to $310 million? 

Mr. Barnes. The revolving fund total will amount to $320 million. 
That is still $150 million off what my estimates have been for busi- 
ness loans before the developments of the last few weeks. 

Senator Satronsrati. The other question Senator Holland asked. 
In other words, loans are not deteriorating in the method of being 
paid back, as the ratio of loss has not changed ? 

Mr. Barnes. But the number of loans outstanding has been greater, 
and, consequently, there will be more money coming in. 

Senator Savronsraty. But not enough money coming in to cover 
your legitimate requests for loans? 

Mr. Barnes. That is right. I would like to answer Senator Hol- 
land’s question specific ally. The loss so far charged off on our loans 
s— 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, while Mr. Barnes is getting the fig- 
ures, I think the percentage of the repay in the outst: ‘anding obliga- 
tions, or outstanding loans, rather, is the most important phase of the 
entire administrative function of the Small Business Administration, 
because the loans, we know, are going to be increased as the agency is 
in existence and more people become acquainted with it, and that is the 
whole thing of the small-business-lorn phase of that agency. 


LOANS CHARGED OFF 


Senator Hotianp. Mr. Barnes, you are ready now with your an- 
swer ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. Since the agency was started, it has charged 
off 8 Joans, in Which the principal amount is $97,845, and the interest is 
$6,834, making a total charge off of business loans of $104,679. In 
disaster loans, we have charged off 9 direct loans, fora total of $17,450, 
£666 in interest, or a total OF disaster loans of $18,116. Those are 
actual losses charged off on our books. 

Senator Hottanp. Show for thre record the percéntage of chargeofts 
in both classes of loans. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


Small Business Administration—Loans disbursed and principal charged off through 
June 30, 1957 


Percentage 
| Loans dis- | Principal | of disbursed 
| bursed | charged off loans 

| charged off 


| 





| 
1G Filet og. | $134, 505, 602 $97, 845 0.07 
’ | - 48, 158, 926 17, 450 04 


182, 664, 528 | "295 | . 06 


Note.—Loans disbursed does not include SBA share of deferred participation loans disbursed by banks, 
for which SBA has not been called upon to purchase. 


LOANS DELINQUENT AND IN LIQUIDATION 


Mr. Barnes. We have, of course, many more loans than this that are 
delinquent, or problem status. We have about 80 loans that are in liq- 
uidation. As we now see it, practically all or the major part of those 
loans are covered by collateral, and there will not be any great loss to 
the Government. We have another, about 90 loans that are delinquent 
or problem loans, most of which we think will become current. 

It is very difficult to estimate your losses, because involved are the 

roceeds that you receive at creditor sales, and things of that nature. 

e estimate, perhaps, losses as a result of our current operations—the 

resent loans outstanding—of between $700,000 to $1 million. We 
ave reserves set up, however, during the last current year, of $2,200,- 
000, just on the loans made during that year. 

So, my observation is that the reserves are more than adequate to 
cover even conservative estimates of losses, and our actual losses have 
not begun to approach our estimates. 


OPERATIONS IN ALASKA, HAWAII, AND PUERTO RICO 


Senator Hotianp. I remember that this committee was concerned 
2 years ago about your operations in Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir, 

Senator Hotzanp. And you reported to us last spring that you had 
set up a permanent office in Alaska and were manning some kind of 
offices in Puerto Rico and Hawaii. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What has been your experience in each of those 
three areas ? 

Mr. Barnes. We have a permanent office in Alaska, 1 in Hawaii, and 
1 in Puerto Rico. 

Senator Hotianp. You have a permanent office in each of those 3 
places? 

Mr. Barnes. In each of these places; yes, sir. And we have manned 
the Alaska office both with. financial. people and.production and tech- 
nical people. In Hawaii it is manned with financial people but not the 
other aspects of our work. We expect to do that this year out of this 
request and the same also for Puerto Rico. 

In terms of figures, we have now approved in Alaska 6 direct loans 
and 26 participation loans, a total of 32, for $1,573,000. 
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In Puerto Rico we have approved 78 direct loans and 14 participa- 
tion loans, a total of 92 loans, for $1,701,000. 

In Hawaii we have approved 3 direct loans, 22 participation loans, 
for a total of 25, for.$949,000. 

I would say our operations in all three of the Territories are consid- 
erably improved over last year. They are still not on the par that 
they are in many of the States over here, but then the problems there 
are very different. The problems in. Puerto Rico are accentuated by 
the fact that it is bilingual and we have a number of legal problems 
to work under. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you not want to change your statement to 
both Territories and the Commonwealth ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 
Senator Hotianp. You want to go back to Puerto Rico; do you not ? 
Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir; I will accept your amendment gladly. 





DISASTER LOANS 


Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one question: . Has 
there been an increase in the amount of the disaster loans this year 
over last ? 

Mr. Barnes. There actually have not been as many because, if you 
recall, year before last was the hurricane that involved all the eastern 
seaboard, as well as tornadoes and trouble in various parts of the 
country. 

Senator Youne. What percentage of your loans are disaster loans? 

Mr. Barnes. In terms UF neice cumulatively, since the agency was 
charged with them, there are almost as many disaster loans as business 
loans. In terms of dollars, the disaster loans are about 25 percent— 
that is, of the amount that has been spent on business loans. 

Senator Hotianp. The figures which we asked you to insert will 
reflect the whole operation, including the disaster operations, in detail ; 
will they not ? 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. 


PARTICIPATION OF SMALL COMPANIES IN GOVERNMENT WORK 


Senator, I would like to, if I could, emphasize the aspects of our 
program that are not related to lending. 

As you know, there is some decrease in the amount of Government 
procurement, and certainly a change in the type. The type of pro- 
curement now being bought by the Government for defense purposes 
is a type that tends to go more to the larger companies. 

Tn the face of this, we have during the past year almost doubled the 
amount of contracts that we have set aside for work solely by small 
businesses. We feel that it is very important that this work continue 
if small business is to do work with the Government. We have done 
this with very few personnel. This estimate recommends an increase 
in this particular type of activity and we feel it is highly essential 
if we are to provide this service through which the small companies 
participate in Government work. I certainly urge the committee to 
consider favorably this aspect of our request as well as that relating to 
lending. 

Senator Maenvson. Do you plan for regional conferences ? 
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Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir. We have had requests from and have agreed 
with the services to schedule about 12 during the year—that is, of major 
conferences. We will have more minor ones in‘all parts of the country. 

Senator Macnuson. They turned out very well; have they not ? 

Mr. Barnes. Very well, as far as we can tell, and ure well received, 
too, by the people. 

Senator Horianp. The one in our State was very well received, and 
we hope you put on another one. 


FISHERIES LOAN FUND ADMINISTRATION 


Senator Magnuson. Are you administering the fisheries loan fund 
now ? 

Mr. Barnes. No, sir; that is by the Department of the Interior. 
However; we accept the applications and process them through until 
they are ready for approval. The Department of the Interior actually 
approves the loan and we disburse the money. 

enator Macnuson. But you do the work. 

Mr. Barnes. Yes, sir; we do the work. 

Senator Hotianbd. Are there any further questions of this witness? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Barnes. 

Mr. Barnes. Thank ‘you, sir. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 











Survey 


STATEMENTS OF WALTER WILLIAMS, UNDER SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE; GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION ; OSCAR H. NIELSON, DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET 

: ‘OFFICER; REAR ADM. H. ARNOLD KARO, DIRECTOR, COAST AND 
GEODETIC SURVEY ; CAPT. CHARLES PIERCE, ACTING ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR; COMDR. FAIR BRYANT, CHIEF, VESSELS AND EQUIP- 

MENT; AND JOHN M. AMSTADT, BUDGET OFFICER 


Coast AND GRoDETIC 


















CONSTRUCTION OF A) SURVEYING SHIP 





Senator Horianp.. The next item for consideration is a request in the 
amount of $3,456,000. for an additional amount fer the construction of 
a surveying ship, for the Coast and Geodetie, Survey. 

This request was made on,August. 6, 1957, in Senate Document 57, 
$3,700,000, was appropriated for this purpose by Public Law 604, the 
Commerce and Related Agencies’ Appropr iation Act. for }1957, ap- 
proved. June 20,1956. The aet of August 5, 1955; authorized seadbe con- 
struction At the level of $3,700,000. 

Public Law. 115, approved July 24, 1957, raised the xuthorization to 
$6,793,243. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


At this point there will be placed i in the record Public Law 115, and 
the justifications submitted in support of this request and pertinent 
extracts from Senate Document 57. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


PusLic Law 85-115 
85rH CongRESsS,: S. 2250 
July 24, 1957 


AN ACT To amend the Act of August 5, 1955, authorizing the construction of two surveying 


ships for the Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Commerce, and for other 
purposes. ’ 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1 ef the Act of August 5, 1955, 
chapter 577 (69 Stat. 537, 538) is amended by deleting the figures ‘‘$3,700,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof the figures “$6,793,243” and by striking out “January 
1, 1955” and inserting in lieu thereof “April 4, 1957.” 

Approved July 24, 1957. 


Construetion of a Surveying Ship 
(S. Doc. No. 57) 


Request : for fiseal year 1958.2-2- iJ cit $3, 456, 000 
Appropriation’ 106702 828) eho oeieeh silly aah eres __...__ $8, 700, 000 
Obligations to June 30, 1957__-._-- = iit 9f3_9: $20; 534 
Expenditures to June 30, 1957 BOLD Te BET OBST OG TZU Cony as $20, 534 
Budget estimate next fiseal year______ = 22-6 0 


Employment : 


Average number, current appropriation... —..---.-...--..- 5 0 
Number involved this estimate________________ ce eo ead 0 
Actual employment June 30, 1957_____-__----_- ~~ __-_.-- n 0 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


To provide the necessary funds; over the amount appropriated in fiseal year 
1957, for the design, construction, equipping and outfitting of a surveying ship. 


Program and financing 





See neen eee td i 
1956 actual | 1957 estimate 


1958 estimate 

m 7 a ite~daatiiees ——)—-—+——-- 
PROGRAM BY. ACTIVITIES 

1. Design and supervision : 2 10. 201 ’ $20, 534 $40, 466 

2. Construction > tor th oh hn re 6, 526, 000 

3. Equipment and outfitting | I; aed 400, 

pig ead ely fat. 

Total obligations | { 20, 534 4 6, 966, 466 
FINANCING 

} } 

Unobligated balance brought forward —3, 679, 466 

Unobligated blance carried forward | 3, 679, 466 | 169, 000 

4 ppropriation. 3,700,000 | 3, 456, 000 


Obligations by objects 
. 7 atetmetlesnninly te tis ace $s 


| 1956 actual | 1957 estimate } 1958 estimate 


-gaienh-sonmdde-weh-oomensl 


07 Other contractual services ; ois | ob Sree ao 36, 526, 000 
Services performed by other agencies aa }. dageaed $20, 534 | 40, 466 
09 Equipment.. J G34 560.8 , | 400, 000 


otal obligations : - 20, 534 | 6, 966, 466 
| ! 
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JUSTIFICATION 


An appropriation of $3,456,000 is requested to supplement the $3,700,000 made 
available in the 1957 Appropriation Act for the construction of a surveying ship. 
Bids were opened April 4, 1957. The lowest bid received was $5,813,243 on a 
fixed-price basis and $5,616,189 if on an adjusted price basis. Should the fixed 
price bid be withdrawn before the contract is executed, escalation costs of 10 
percent or approximately $560,000 additional (estimated for the 20-month con- 
struction period, based on 6 percent for the first 12 months and 4 percent for the 
soeneon.” 8 months) will increase the cost of construction by approximately 
,000. 

In addition to the foregoing costs, provisions must also be made for changes 
which normally develop during the process of construction ; necessary equipment 
and outfitting required in the performance of hydrographic surveying opera- 
tions ; and, the cost of design, supervision, and inspection. 

The $350,000 requested for “changes during construction” is required to pro- 
vide an estimated 6 percent for changes that normally occur between the time 
specifications are prepared and the completion of construction of the vessel. It 
is not possible or desirable to prepare the design plans in such detail as to rigidly 
fix all elements of the ship structure. To attempt to do so would be prohibitively 
expensive, both in time and cost and, even if done, would still be subject to in- 
evitable changes. In translating the design plans, at a scale of one-eighth inch 
to the foot, to the full-size ship, discrepancies and interferences may be expected, 
and do arise, which must be resolved by changes in the plans. Increased engi- 
neering, labor and materials costs occurs as a result of these changes. 

Thes $530,000 estimated for “Equipment and outfitting” consists of the follow- 
ing groups of special purpose hydrographic surveying equipment and the ships 
outfit needed to put the vessel in operational condition : 


Launches, boats, etc 
Navigational equipment. 
Electronic surveying equipment : 
Fathometers 
Blectronic position systems and testing equipment 


Special oceanographic and surveying equipment 

Radio communication equipment. 

General ships’ equipment and outfit, berthing, messing, photo, and 
printing, portable tools, etc 


The $100,000 request for “Design, supervision, and inspection” includes the 
preparation of designs, the printing of specifications, the construction of models, 
and the supervision and inspection of construction. 

A tabulation showing the estimated costs, both on a fixed-price and an ad- 
justed-price basis appears on the following page. 


Résumé of bids for construction of a hydrographic surveying ship 


Low bid on | Low bid on 
adjusted Difference 
price basis 


5, 813, 243 
Reserve for changes during construction 350, 000 
Equipment and outfitting 
gn, supervision, and inspection 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hortanp. Senator Magnuson, I believe this is the item you 
requested. If you would like to take over the examination of the 
Under Secretary, Mr. Williams, and other witnesses, go ahead. 
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Senator Magnuson. I see, Walter, I have here a statement on air- 
ports. You have one on this other one? 

Mr. WixuiaMs. They are both together. 

Senator Magnuson. They are both together. 

We will go to the Coast and Geodetic Survey part of it. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. That is on the second page. 

Senator Magnuson. Well, that is what we want right now. 

The Secretary has a very short statement on it. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that would be the easiest 
way to get at it. The two items that we are concerned with today, 
namely the Burke Airport and the ship for the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey are covered with the same statement, which we will file, but 


perhaps the easiest way to get at each one is to read it, because it will 
be brief. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hotxanp. The full statement will be placed in the record, 
and you may, for brevity, just discuss the Coast and Geodetic portion 
at this time, if you will. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY WALTER WILLIAMS, UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, the purposes of both of the 
Commerce items in this supplemental appropriation bill have previously been 
discussed before this committee and are well known to you. 

The need for a second airport for Washington is acute, and we believe that we 
should get the issue settled and get on with the job of building the airport, a need 
recognized by the Congress when it enacted Public Law 792. Since that time 
a great deal of study has been given both to the need and the site of a new 
airport. The position of the Department of Commerce on both these questions 
remains the same as previously presented to your committee. We still believe 
that since Andrews Field cannot be made available for civil use that an ad- 
ditional airport is necessary, and that the Burke site is the most feasible to 
meet the demands of air traffic in the Washington area. 

The use of the Friendship Airport at Baltimore has often been advanced as 
an alternative to a new airport. The validity of this alternative as a permanent 
solution can be judged by considering these facts. During fiscal year 1957, 
270,000 aircraft operations involving 4.2 million passengers were handled by 
Washington National Airport. Forecasts for 1960 indicate that upward of a 
50 percent increase in passengers will occur as a national average. Translating 
this increase into aircraft operations for the combined Washington-Baltimore 
area reveals that both Friendship and Washington National would be saturated 
by 1960. Moreover, it is estimated that by 1965 the Washington traffic alone 
would require the full use of both airports. To me, these facts make the issue 
before us very clear—we must begin now to build a new airport to meet the 1960 
air traffic requirements. If we do not begin now we will only retard the growth 
and safety of air traffic in the Washington area. 

As you are aware, the House committee reported and the House approved 
$12,500,000 for the airport after discussion in the hearings concerning the $14 
million limitation contained in the authorizing legislation. This amount will 
permit work to proceed on constructing an airport, and we are not appealing the 
House allowance. 

The item for construction of a surveying ship for the Coast and Geodetie Sur- 
vey as set forth in Senate Document 57 is simply to provide sufficient funds to 
build the ship for which the Congress appropriated $3,700,000 in the 1957 Ap- 
propriation Act. The specifications for the ship we plan to build are basically 
unchanged from those for which the Congress already made an appropriation. 
However, when we opened the bids, we found that price increases as well as a 
substantial underestimate by our people result in our coming back now for an 
additional $3,456,000. You will recall that Public Law 85-115, approved July 
24, 1957, authorized this. additional-appropriation. 
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The Coast and Geodetic Survey unquestionably needs the ship to carry on its 
assigned hydrographic operations. In recent years, their small fleet has been 
depleted through overage and obsolescence. Two of its five major ships have 
been disposed of due to overage and very high cost of repairs, maintenance, and 
operation. Another of this group has been assigned for the past 3 years to 
strategic defense work for the United States Navy. Thus, we have remaining 
but two major vessels, the Explorer and the Pathfinder which were completed in 
1940 and 1942, respectively. For these reasons, we think that it is unfortunate 
that the money we have has proved inadequate to start construction of a new 
replacement ship. 

It is my sincere hope that these items will receive your sympathetie and fa- 
verable consideration. The Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
is out of the country and cannot be here to tell you of his deep interest in settling 
the second Sire orm airport matter. However, Mr. Bradley D. Nash, the 
Deputy Under Secretary for Transportation, is here in his stead. Staff of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration and the Coast and Geodetic Survey are also 
here to furnish you with such additional information as you may require. 





CONSTRUCTION OF SURVEYING SHIP 








Mr. WituiAMs. Thank you very much, Senator Holland. 

The item for constructtion of a surveying ship for the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey is set forth in Senate Document 57 and is simply 
to provide sufficient funds to build the ship for which the Congress 
appropriated $3,700,000 in the 1957 appropriation act. 

The specifications for the ship we plan to build are basically un- 
changed from those for which the Congress already made an appro- 
priation. However, when we opened the bids, we found that price 
mereases, as well as a substantial underestimate of our people result 
in our coming back now for an additional $3,456,000. 

You will recall that Public Law 85- 115, approved July 24, 1957, 
authorized this additional appropriation. 

Senator Hortanp. Mr. Williams, may I interject this question ? 

Is your estimate in this matter—about half enough—typical of your 
estimate for the airport proposition also? 

Mr. Wriuiams. Mr. Chairmat, I hope not and I think not. 

Senator Hotziann. All right, sir—proceed. 

Mr. Wiuriams. May I answer that a little further by saying that 
this estimate with respect to the ship of the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey is a matter of embarrassment that has been explained before, but 
T think perhaps another bit of explanation might be in order now. 


ERROR IN ESTIMATE 


I checked into it personally to try to see if I could satisfy myself 
as to why the error in estimate was as great as it turned out to be. 
I think that in addition to price rises and in addition to the fact that 
it. is a specialized type of ship, that perhaps the main reason, so far 
as I can see, why the wide missing of the mark between estimate and 
actwal bid is to be found in this fact: that in 1938 the Maplorer was 
built.. At that time the ship economics were not at a very high level 

and therefore I think prices that were obtainable at that time were 
per haps lower than might normally have been the case. 

Two years later the Pathfinder was built by the same company, and 
they liad therefore the benefit of having built the first one and prob- 
ably had a lesser figure, so far as cost. is s concerned, than might, other- 
wise have been the case. At any rate the estimates, when we began 
thinking in terms of this present ship’were based upon those’ costs of 
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those two earlier ships, and apparently, in addition to the specialty of 
the ships and in addition to the natural price rises, there was evidently 
a wider gap of costs for the reasons that I have indicated and in any 
event it adds up to the fact that the estimates that have been made 
by our people fell short by the amount of $3,456,000. 

Senator Hotranp. Was that the same reason why the estimates in 
the case of the Bureau of Standards were so far below the actual costs ? 

Mr. WiritAMs. Senator, I think you sat in on those discussions, and 
you know something of the situation that we were confronted with as 
a result of estimates made by another agency of the Government on 
whose judgment in that kind of a situation we largely relied. 

Senator Hoi_anp. At any rate, my experience about the estimates 
of the Department and the agencies associated with that Department 
has not been such as to make me of any great confidence that they are 
anywhere near the actual costs for the items, as exemplified by the 
ship, where the cost is going to be double the original estimate and 
in the case of the Bureau of Standards, where ‘a tremendous disparity 
between the estimated cost and the actual cost exists. I donot remem- 
ber the amount now but it goes on into much larger funds, perhaps, 
but not perhaps the same percentage that this item does. 

Senator ELLenper. In what period of time has that cost doubled, 
in the ease of the ship ? 

Senator SavronstTaLL. May I aska question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. WiiuiaMs. 1942. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Saltonstall ¢ 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Senator Sartronstaty. Mr. Williams, you say here that section 1 
of the act of August 5, 1955, chapter 577 is amended by deleting the 
figures $3,700,000 and inserting in lieu thereof the figures $6,793,243. 
It struck out January 1, 1955, and inserted in Tiew thereof April 4, 
1957. What is the significance of those two dates? 

Mr. Wiowutams. I will ask Mr, Nielson, if I may, please, to answer 
that question, if I may, Senator Saltonstall. 

Mr. Nre.son. Senator, with respect to Public Law 85-115, we 
originally had requested, and the Congress had passed a bill authoriz- 
ing this amount, and in order to change this we had to have an amend- 
ment in order to get this additional authorization. 

Senator Magnuson. We just extended the date for the full author- 
ization. That is all. We just passed the bill up here about 2 weeks 
ago, I believe. 

Senator Hotianp. As the statement shows, it simply changed the 
amount from $3,700,000 to $6,793,243. 

Senator Magnuson. And extended the date of the authorization. 

Senator SatronsraLu. Extended the date of the authorization. In 
other words, this isa new authorization date. 

Mr. Wrratams. This is the new authorization, 

Senator Hotianp. It is the same ship. It is only costing nearly 
twice as much as they estimated last year. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Dworshak ? 





524 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Secretary, the Navy is constantly putting 
ships in mothballs. Have you explored the possibility of using one 
of those ? 

HIGHLY SPECIALIZED SHIPS 


Mr. WiuuiaMs. Yes, Senator Dworshak. The answer to that is in 
the fact that these ships are highly specialized ships, that the hydro- 
graphic work they have to perform the ordinary naval vessel does 
not lend itself for use for this purpose without a lot of extra cost. 

Senator DworsHaxK. Can you remodel it? 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. Perhaps I had better ask the Director of the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey, Admiral Karo, to answer that question. 

Senator Macenuson. Senator, we explored this possibility up in the 
committee. As a matter of fact, I think we asked you to come back. 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. We gave you 2 weeks to explore every possi- 
bility with the Navy, and we found there was no ship that would serve 
the purpose, and if we tried to make it serve the purpose the cost might 
~ almost as high as the new ship and all we would get would be the 

ull. 

Admiral Karo. That is right. 

Senator Macnuson. And these are specialized ships and they are, 
some of these costs are for new equipment, better equipment that has 
been developed since we made the first estimate. 

But the record must show your first estimate was away off. 

Admiral Karo. It was, sir. 

If I might explain, part of the increase—— 

Senator Maenuson. Based on the Haxplorer and Pathfinder, every- 
thing was doubled since they were built. 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnvuson. And these will be better ships, too. 

Admiral] Karo. Absolutely. 

Senator Hotianp. Larger and better equimpent. 

Senator Macnuson. Better ships, better equipment, and they will 
do the job better. And I think the real justification for this is that 
without these new ships, the very important work of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey will fall behind, and the plan is to use the other 
two ships on the New England coast where we are behind a little in 
our work, and we still have not completed our Alaskan work and in 
Hawaiian waters, and that is the real justification. 

There was a bad estimate, but I guess they thought at the time they 
could do just the same as they did with the Faplorer and Pathfinder, 
and found you cannot do that. 

Admiral Karo. That is right. 

Senator Dworsuax. Did you care to add anything to that, Ad- 
miral? You did not get a chance to answer my question. 

Admiral Karo. What I was going to say was that half this addi- 
tional cost was increased cost of shipbuilding that was provided in the 
original bill, and the new authorization bill brought the escalation 
date up to April 4. That was part of the prior hearing. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Could this special equipment not be installed 
on a naval craft? 

Admiral Karo. The Navy finds it necessary to build special ships 
for this type of work themselves, which I think shows that it can- 
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not be done. We explored that fully; we tried it in the past, but 
you do not get a satisfactory ship. 

Senator Hotianp. The original estimate called for that. 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotxanp. It required that it be a built-in feature. 

And I am sure that the Senator from Washington, as I have, ex- 
plored that very, very adequately. 

Senator DworsHak. I did not know it had been explored. 

Senator Hottanp. But it is disconcerting and disappointing to find 
the tremendous disparities between the almost current costs of the 
estimate last year and the actual cost that developed. That means 
we cannot tell what to rely on and what we are embarking on, and 
‘when we start on these adventures that are so grossly underestimated. 

Senator E.tenver. That is not peculiar to shipbuilding. We have 
had a similar situation in the airfields and erection of many other 
projects undertaken by the Government. 


PRIMARILY DEFENSE WORK 


Senator Magnuson. On airplanes, defense has been that far off on 
many occasions, and this is primarily defense work. 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotxtanp. Mr, Williams, I am sorry we stopped you in 
your statement. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. Wuu1AMs. I just want to make one further statement, that I 
think is of vital importance to all of us. The fleet of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey has only had 5 major ships, but 2 of them have had 
to be laid up because of obsolescence and maintenance costs being so 
high, and of the remaining 3, 1 of them has for the last 3 years been 
assigned to just special work for the Navy, which really cuts this 
fleet down to only 2 major ships. So, in order to do the work that the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey must do in connection with defense, and 
to meet civilian needs, the need of this ship is really very genuine, and 
we earnestly hope that despite the error, so far as the estimates are 
concerned, that you gentlemen will see fit to make this appropriation. 


CALL FOR BIDS 


Senator Magnuson. May Lask one question ? 
Admiral, have you called for bids at all yet? 
Admiral Karo. The bids are out; yes, sir. 
Senator Maenuson. The bids are out ? 
Admiral Karo. But they have not been awarded, because we did not 

have the money to award the bid and it is being held until we get the 

full appropriation. 
Senator Macnuson. When did you call for bids on this ship ? 
Admiral Karo. The Maritime Administration placed the bids for us. 
Senator Magnuson. How many shipbuilders did they ask? 
Admiral Karo. We sent out 52 and 14 asked for plans. We received 
five bids in return. 
Senator Maenuson. Where are those shipyards located ? 
Admiral Karo. The present low bidder is at San Diego, the next 

‘low bidder is at New Orleans, then the third one and the fourth were 

in Seattle and the fifth was in San Francisco. 
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Senator’ Sarronsraty. Mr. Chairmitn, may f ask a question, which 
I hope is not too caustic a question. 

Can we rely on this bid more than we can the other one? 

Admiral Karo. It is a firm bid until withdrawn; yes, sir. 

Senator Sarronsrati. And based on the drawings? 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 

Senator SauronstaLu. And you have it in writing? 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. I mean it is a bid that is just waiting for 
the contract to be signed. 

Senator Sartonsrautyi. And this completes tlie ship down to the last 
bit of crockery and last blanket and everything that goes into it? 

Admiral Karo. To the best of our knowledge and belief; yes, sir. 


PERFORMANCE BOND 


Senator Exitenper. Do you have a bond performance? 

Admiral Karo. There will be when the contract is signed, yes, sir, 
Senator Ellender. 

Senator Toye. I havea question of the Admiral. 

Will this $3,456,000 be sufficient funds to Cover the items which are 
in here ? 

Admiral Karo. Yes; the items which we will accept. 

Senator Trrve. We will not be faced with‘a deficiency or inerease ? 

Admiral Karo. In construction costs: no, Sir. 

Senator Horzanp. We just bought twice as much ship as we thought 
we were buying. 

Admiral Karo. Increased cost. 

Senator Horianp. This was the low bid among five bids by com- 
mercial shipyards? . 

Admiral Karo. Yes, sir. 


Boureat or Purtirc Roaps 


PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS 


Senator Horitanp. Are there any further questions of these wit- 
nesses ¢ 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Now, the next item is one in the Bureau of Public Roads—the public 
lands highways. 

The chairman of the full committee asked that this be added to the 
agenda, and I ask him to just take over this item, if he will. 


LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN TO SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Chairman. Haypen. I want to ask Mr. Williams. Are you familiar 
with the letter I wrote the Secretary of Commerce with respect to more 
money. for public lands. highways? 

Mr, Wiarrams. Yes, sir. 


Chairman Haypen. I will place the letter in the record at this point. 
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(The information referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
July 29, 1957. 
Hon. SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce, 
Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. SECRETARY: It now appears that the Senate made two serious mis- 
takes in agreeing to House reductions in sums appropriated for expenditure by 
the Bureau of Public Roads for public lands highways. 

The first error was a reduction of $100,000 in the Second Urgent Deficiency Act 
approved April 16, 1957, which was hurriedly passed to avoid a curtailment of 
postal services. 

The second error was in the act of June 13, 1957, by not effecting restoration 
of $500,000 of a budget estimate for $2 million. 

I am afraid that your Department must accept a part of the blame because 
no appeal was made in either instance. 

From what I can learn it appears that even more than the $600,000 which was 
not appropriated, is now badly needed to maintain the approved program of the 
Bureau of Public Roads. It will, therefore, be appreciated if you will furnish 
me a summary financial status report covering the public lands authorizations for 
the past several fiscal years. 

In addition to information relating to obligations already incurred in connee- 
tion with contracts already placed, I am interested in projects which, like the 
Cameron Bridge project in Arizona, are deferred for want of funds. The prompt 
construction of that bridge is essential to the building of the Glen Canyon Dam 
now under contract. 

As I understand it, following the 1958 appropriation of $1,500,000 for public 
lands highways there is still remaining unappropriated a balance of $225,000 of 
the. 1957 authorization and the full amount of the $2 million authorizations for 
fiscal years 1958 and 1959. 

I would appreciate advice as to what your plans are for a supplemental esti- 
mate for publie lands highways for the current fiscal year, 

Yours very sincerely, 
CaRL HAYDEN, 
United States Senator. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Drak SENATOR HAYDEN : Reference is made to your letter of July 29 requesting 
information as to the fund status and plans for supplemental estimate for public 
lands highways. 

Examination of cash requirements during this fiscal year indicates that we 
will have a deficit of $317,883 in connection with projects which have been al- 
located and placed under contract. In addition, due to the reduction of $600,000 
in appropriations for public lands, it became necessary for the Bureau of Publie 
Roads to withhold approval for contract of projects totaling $1,571,622, of which 
$915,000 would be payable during the current fiscal year 1958, Within the 
projects which are being held up is the Cameron. Bridge project in Arizona. 
Enclosed is a current statement of cash requirements for fiscal year 1958 in 
support of these figures. 

From the above, you will see that the appropriations available to the Bureau 
of Public Roads are short a total of $1,232,883. in order to pay for work already 
under contract, and to meet payments under contracts for projects which have 
been programed but which have been held up for lack of funds. 

We have under consideration at the present time but have not reached a con- 
clusion on the matter of whether to request all or part of these funds in a 1958 
deficiency appropriation or to await the availability of funds under the regular 
1959 allowances. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
93207—57——-34 
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Public lands highways—Estimate of cash requirements for fiscal year 1958 


Cash requirements for fiscal year 1958 





First 9 
months 


State and project number 





Under contract: 

olorado: | 
‘FLA 8 (2)-- pPs FSi LT re O98 his iedilait eujcnk-< $10, 878 
wes oiyhipen 86, 810 , i pniehcthiette 86, 810 


Utah 

wae ae pt | 38, 857 : 38, 857 
EM Bee eek 528 ‘ 45, 000 j ; 45, 000 
FLH : SE a No eee ees 162, 019 | 162, 019 
FLH 32 (2)... ; 97, 990 97, 990 

Wyoming: FLH ‘12 (2).---- wide j os esses. 300, 000 

Oklahoma: 





Waew WG ie. ass. casi. 
Oregon: FLH 3 (16)___----- ‘ 
Montana: FLH 333 (13)- 

Idaho: FLH 16 (1). 


eat eee 
= availability July 17, 1957 to June 30, 
1958 _ - 








Deficit for fiscal year 1958 on work ¢ actually ee 
undef contract.........___ rer}. 


If the following ‘‘frozen’’ projects were re- | 
leased October 1, 1957, cash requirements 
would be: 

Advertising authorized steps 
Idaho: FLH 15 (1)---- 


Programed only 
New Mexico: FLH 12 @) 
Arizona: FLH 4 (5)-- 
Idaho: FLH 16 (2) 
New Hampshire: FLH 1 (2)-...._. 
Vermont: FLH 105 (14) 


Total deficit for fiscal year 1958 as- 
suming all controls were removed 
on currently allocated projects 








ArizoNA HigHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Phoenia, Ariz., August 7, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HAayDEN: Knowing of your continued interest in the Cameron 
Bridge project, I am pleased to report that at yesterday’s bid opening we re- 
ceived an extremely favorably low offer of $706,519.65 from the Vinson Con- 
struction Co., of Phoenix. 

This bid, the lowest of 6 submitted was 9 percent under the highway depart- 
ment’s estimate of $774,068.50. The next lowest bidder was the Hagen Con- 
struction Co. of Globe which offered to do the work for $848,769.90, so we feel 
that the bid which we will probably award is an outstanding one. 

We have 30 days in which to make the official award and we are somewhat 
doubtful as to whether this can be done, since the Bureau of Public Roads cannot 
concur in such an award unless the Public Lands portion of the money is avail- 
able. It is with this thought in mind that we are again contacting you, knowing 
that you will probably wish to insist upon seeing that the availability of these 
funds is expedited. 

If we are not able to award this contract, and are thus forced to readvertise, 
there is some doubt that another bid as favorable as the one submitted by Vinson 
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can be expected. With every confidence that you will do your utmost to help 
‘solve this problem, and with kindest personal regards, I remain. 
Very truly yours, 


Wma. E. WILLEy, 
State Highway Engineer. 


STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN HAYDEN 


Chairman Haypen. I stated to the Secretary in a letter dated July 
29, that the Senate made two serious mistakes. Of course, the first 
error was a reduction of $100,000 in the second urgent deficiency bill, 
that the House had disallowed from the budget estimate. The second 
was not restoring $500,000 that was in the second supplemental bill, 
because we thought there was plenty of money, and therefore we made 
no appeal in regard to the matter, and we agreed with the House. 

So there is $600,000 budget estimate that was not allowed. It turns 
out that we are very short of money, and I sent this letter to the Secre- 
tary, pointing out that his Department was about as much responsible 
as we were, because they should have appealed from what the House 
disallowed. 

We are aware, of course, in connection wtih all these authorizations 
that Congress passed the Highway Act allowing contract authority. 
Contracts are made and money would have to be provided in due 
time, and there is this cost question at the present time. 


NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS 


I sent that letter to Secretary Weeks and received a reply from him, 
the conclusion of which is as follows: 
We have under consideration at the present time, but have not reached a con- 


clusion on the matter of whether to request all or part of these funds in a 1958 


deficiency appropriation, or to await the availability of funds under the regular 
1959 allowances. 


now, what is the actual situation, as you know it? Are you short of 
money ? 

Mr. Wriu1aMs. Yes, we are short of money, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman, as to the details, I can call upon some of the men of 
the Bureau of Public Roads that are here. As far as the general situa- 
tion is concerned, I need hardly say here of course that the shortness 
of money has expressed itself not just in the one field but all over the 
lot, and the circumstances that are suggested in the Secretary’s letter 
to you are simply that we are trying right now to wrestle out the 
answers with respect to the financial problems of the Department in 
this field and in other fields with respect to the operations of the De- 
partment. 

So, we hope to have a specific answer for you on that—I told another 
committee here recently within two or three weeks—I cannot pinpoint 


it. 
Chairman Haypen. This bill has to be reported to the Senate this 
week. We cannot wait 2 or 3 weeks. 
The question is then: How much money then should we place in this 
bill? 
Mr. Wiis. Mr. Allen, who is here, as the Assistant Commis- 
sioner for Administration for the Bureau of Public Roads, I think 


would be the one to question with respect to the arithmetic of the 
situation. 
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Chairman Hayven. I understand you have no budget ‘estimate. | 
am asking you what, inthe opinion of the Bureau of Public Roads, 
would be a proper amount to include in this bill in order to allow 
the work to proceed. 


BRIDGE ACROSS COLORADO RIVER IN ARIZONA 


I have in mind particularly construction of the bridge across the 
Colorado River in Arizona, absolutely essential in order to get mate- 
rial out. to Glen Canyon Dam that is to be built. The present structure 
will not carry a heavy loan, and the State of Arizona has obtained 
a very favorable contract for the bridge. The contract is below the 
engineers’ estimate, but if there is no money allowed that contract 
cannot be let and then when they bid the next time they are going 
to havea higher cost for labor and it is going to cost more money. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman, the same thing applies to all the 
Western States, public lands States. 

In my State more than 50 percent of the entire area is public lands, 
so hence it becomes a problem. Nevada has 82 percent of the entire 
area in public lands, so they have a problem. 

Someone has to meet the situation, and that was the idea why an 
appropriation was made to provide funds of this nature. 

Yhairman Haypen. Will somebody tell us what a good guess would 
be? 


Mr. Witurams. Mr. Allen? 


TOTAL AMOUNT REQUIRED 


Mr. Auten. In order to pay all the claims that will be submitted 
against contracts that are under way and to pay claims that will be 
submitted for contracts that would be let for projects that have been 
allocated, but not let to contract yet, a total of $1,233,000 additional 
funds would be required in the fiscal year 1958. 

Chairman Haypen. That will take care of it then up until next 
January when Congress meets and if anything develops then we could 
pass another supplemental ? 

Mr. Atren. That would take care of all the contracts that are under- 
way and all the contracts that would be Jet for projects that have been 
allocated through the fiscal year, 1958. That would be through June 
30, 1958. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Dworshak, do you want to ask some 
questions? 

ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION 


Senator Dworsuak. I was going to ask a question. It seems to me 
that would be in excess of the original $2 million that was authorized 
by the Highway Act, would it not? How can you get greater com- 
mitments than are authorized? Is it true that $2 million is the annual 
authorization under the law ? 

Mr. ALLEN. $2 million is the annual authorization under the law, 
and we are working against the authorizations for 1957 and 1958. 

Senator Dworsnax. And you advertised some in 1958 which tech- 
nically could not be provided funds, because the composite amount or 
total amount was in excess of the appropriation made by Congress. 

Mr. Atten. That is true, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. It would take only a half million dollars to 
make up the difference or the amount under the budget. How do you 
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get the difference between a half million dollars and what you said—a 
million what? What was the figure? 


UNLIQUIDATED CONTRACTS 


Mr. Auten. We have, Senator, unpaid contracts as of July 1, of 
$2,475,000. The amount that we have on hand to meet those current 
contracts under way amounts to $1,820,000, leaving us an apparent 
deficit of $655,000. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is for actual contracts? 

Mr.:ALLeN. That is for actual contracts. But of those actual con- 
tracts that are underway, there will be some delays in requesting cash 
during the fiscal year 1958. So, in order to meet payments on current 
contracts, during 1958 our estimate is $318,000. Then, in addition to 
that we have $1,571,000 of the 1958 authorization in projects that 
have been allocated only. We have not been able to go ahead with 
them because of insufficient cash, To pay the bills that would come due 
under that amount of $1,571,000 aan require additional cash in 
1958 in the amount of $915,000. 

Senator Dworsuakx. That would not be considered above your au- 
thorization ? 

Mr. Auten. No, sir; these amounts would be within our author- 
ization. 

Senator CHavez. Of the 1956 act. 

Chairman Haypren. Can you insert in the record where these pro- 
grams of obligated sums are located, in what States? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. I think if you put a tabulation in the record that 
would give us that information, that would be helpful to us. 

Mr. Auuen. Yes, sir. 

( The information referred to follows :) 


Bureau of Public Roads—Public lands highways, authorizations, fiscal years 1955-58, 
financial status as of June 80, 1957, by States 








Obligations 
| Programed |. x To ve eae a Completed 
State Total only or um- } and 
obligated. | Under con- | Payments Unpaid | closed 
struction to date balance 
ATi2. Ti $913, 806 $450, 000 | Yaa $463, 806 
Cal fornia 190, 000° | ‘ =-|-: 6b as delsinane 190, 000 
Colorado 480, 160 7 $288, 727 $191, 040 | $97, 687 | 191, 433 
Idahe 790, 509 | 370, 000 420, 509 | 188, 530 | 231, 979 |. + 40 
Montana 600, 000 600, 000 93, 447 506, 553 | ‘ 
Nevada 205, 058 | 306, 058 
New Hampshire 150, 000 150, 000 i ; 
New Mexico 776, 222 150, 000 |)" "626, 222 
Oklkshoma 876, 650 876,650 | 211, 723 | 664, 927 } §oase.-cyt 
Oregon 589, 973 194, 852 194, 852. |. 395, 121 
Utah 950, 000 950, 000 | 489, 589 460, 411 : 
Vermont 250, 000 234, 000 16, 000 16, 000 +, 2 
W yoming 700, 000 400,000 | 100, 000 300, 000° | 300. 000 
Bureau of Reclaipaiiou, Glen } ’ i ' 

Canyon, Ariz 600, 000 600, Q00 
From prior authorizations 2, 921 2, 921 2. 921 | : i 
Contingencies 151, 972 ’ \f--- Be 
Administration 65, 650 0. 000 

Total ' 8, 502,921 | 1,571,622 | 3,749,659 | 1, 274, 329 2, 475, 330 3, TS, 640 
Cash availability through } ; 
June 30, 1958 1, 819, 950 
Apparent deficit 655, 380 | 


Composed of 1955, $2,500,000; 1956, $1,000,000; 1957, $3,000,000; 1958, $2,000,000 and $2,921 prior authori- 
zations. 
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FAILURE TO REQUEST RESTORATION OF HOUSE CUT 


Senator Horianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask somebody, 
whoever knows what the answer is, why the request was not made for 
restoration of the item cut out by the House in this field? Do you 
remember I had conferences with the officials of the Department, 
from the Secretary himself on down and told them what we wanted 
to know was what they needed, and tried our best to find out, and 
now we find a request that exceeds the amount cut by the House and 
would exceed the total budgeted amount that was on the President’s 
budget originally, even though we had no request for restoration at 
all when our committee and the Senate conducted hearings and was 
very desirous of meeting the urgent needs and requested to know 
frankly what restorations were required, and why were we not ad- 
vised at that time of this situation ? 

Mr. WituraMs. Mr. Nielson will answer that question. 

Mr. Nretson. Mr. Chairman, as you recall, the Department did 
not appeal, but very few items, in the Department budget. 

Senator Horianp. It appeals the ones that it said it needed. 

Mr. Nretson. However 

Senator Hotxanp. I had a conference with you. 

Mr. Nrerson. That is right. 

Senator Hottann. And asked you to let me know what the items 
were that you needed, even after the hearing. I had a conference 
with youand Mr. Moore. You recall that, do you not? 

Mr. Nretson. I do. Senator. However, the Department, in re- 
viewing the entire problem and, as you will recall. Senator, the Secre- 
tary in presenting it to the committee, wanted the entire factual 
situation presented to the committee irrespective of whether an ap- 
peal was actually made. As T recall that was the case, and that 
was done. 

Senator Houianp. That was done. And then, after that was done 
T requested the conference with you and the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration. 

Mr. Nretson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horzianp. And asked you to let us know what items you 
really needed, both within the appeal and outside of the appeal. and 
this was not one of the items that vou indicated that there would be 
a. shortage of funds on, at least. if it was, I do not recall it. You 
did not suggest that there would be a shortage of funds, did vou? 

Mr. Nretson. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe at that time that there 
was an indication of a shortage. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, can we have some sort of a statement 
to justify the reason for the shortage now and the required supple- 
mental ? 

Mr. Nretson. I think, Senator 

Senator Tryz. What could have happened that you did not know 
about ? 

Mr. Nrerson. I believe. Senator. we can furnish for the record a 
statement as to what has develoned in the way of these projects since 
the time of the original budget submission. 
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Senator Tur. That would be most helpful because it is a little diffi- 
cult to justify here in this supplemental this additional fund unless 
you can testify why you have not foreseen it at the time the regular 
appropriation was up for consideration. 

{r. Nre.son. I think we should point out, Senator, that the Depart- 
ment has not requested supplemental funds on this. 

Senator DworsHaxk. But they are in complete accord with the 
budget and authorization of the Highway Act; is that true? 

Mr. Nretson. That, Senator Dworshak, as far as the authorization 
of the law is concerned—yes, sir. 


PROCEDURE UTILIZED BY BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Senator Dworsuax. Under the procedure that is utilized by the 
Bureau of the Public Roads, is it not a fact that those allocations are 
made under authority contained in the Highway Act and various 
States receiving those allocations have a right to expect the funds 
would be made available when needed ? 

Mr. Nretson. With respect to your statement regarding the author- 
ization—yes. And the Bureau of Public Roads carries out those au- 
thorizations; however, with respect to the approval and the actual use 
of funds that is still within the judgment and the discretion of the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator CuaAvez. Suppose a State makes a request or tries to make 
a justification or showing that they need some of these funds. Is it up 
to - Bureau of Public Roads to decide whether they are needed or 
not 

Mr. Nretson. Senator Chavez, within the total authorization which 
is passed by Congress, if the State projects are reviewed by the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 


FINAL DETERMINATION OF SPECIFIC PROJECTS 


Senator Cuavez. Who has the final determination as to whether the 
justification is proper and the funds will be allowed ? 

Mr. Nretson. The final determination with respect to specific proj- 
ects in themselves are handled through the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Cuavez. What is the formula? How do you go about it? 
The States make the showing to the Bureau? ; 

Mr. Nretson. Senator Chavez, if I may, I would like to have Mr. 
Allen answer that for you. 

Senator Cuavez. I wish you would, Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I would like to know the mechanics. 

Mr. Auten. The State Highway Departments submit a request to 
the Administrator of the Bureau of Public Roads. Those requests 
are reviewed by the Administrator and the determination as to the al- 
location is made on the basis of need. 

Senator Cuavez. Do a get from the individual States or the 
representatives of the Bureau in the individual States—take, for 
instance, New Mexico—you have a man by the name of Keller up 
there, a very fine person. Does he pass judgment before it is sub- 
mitted to the Department for final action? 
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Mr. Auien. The applications from the State highway department 
are submitted to our division engineer which, in New Mexico is Mr. 
Keller, and then forwarded to ‘the W ashington office through the 
regional office. The final determimation as to the allocation.is based 
on need and is with the Administrator, but we do have the recommen- 
dations of our field officers. 

Senator Cuavez. The local field men? 

Mr. Atten: Yes,sir. The field force. 

Senator Hotianp. Are there further questions for Mr. Williams or 
Mr. Nielson or Mr. Allen ? 


If not, thank you very much, gentlemen. 
COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Senator Hoittanp. Congressman Broyhill is here, and I suggest we 
allow him to be heard so we can get back on the job and defer the Burke 
hearing—that is all that is left—let us say, until 2:30, and that we take 
it up in order. 

Senator Ronertson. I think that is a good idea. 

I would like to have a gentleman’s agreement as to the division 
of time and the way we will proceed. There are seven witnesses that I 
would like the committee to hear, that should have maybe about 5 
minutes each, in addition to the Congressman from the district, and I 
would like for those witnesses to be assured of at least 5 minutes, so 
that they can get their statements in the record, and if we could 
give say 45 minutes for those who favor Burke, and 45 minutes for 
those who do not favor Burke, and let them say what they do favor, 
and then maybe 15 minutes to each side for rebuttal. That would be 
2 hours. And, if there is any extended cross-examimation of any wit- 
ness, that ought not to be taken out of the witness time. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the full com- 
mittee and I have discussed this, some day or two ago and it was 
agreed at that time, as I understand it, that it. would be an hour to 
each side. 

Thereupon I asked the clerk to advise the leaders on each side of 
that fact and advise them also that witnesses who have testified fully 
before forego the opportunity at this time to testify in person unless 
they had something that was new. I suggested that 1 principal wit- 
ness from each side on the policy supplemented by 1 engineer on each 
side ought to go into the matter in the first instance. 

Now, I do not know who they are, Senator Robertson, but T assume 
that on the side of the opposition to Burke it may be the 2 that had 
been assigned will come within your 7. Ido not know, 

Senator Rorertson. I will leave, of course, the selection of the wit- 
nesses and allocation. of time and overall limitations to. the, local 
people. 

Senator Horitanp. I think that isa good idea. 

Senator Roserrson. I would like to make this statement on behalf 
of the senior Senator, as well as myself, He requests that I. express 
regref, that, he cannot be here in person. , He is very much interested 
in this matter. 

Senator Hontanp. He filed a strong statement alte: ady. 
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POSITION OF VIRGINIA SENATORS 


Senator Roserrson. He filed a statement m opposition to Burke 
and said that he is engaged this morning in hearing the Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board explain what tight money is and what 
ought to be done about tight money, if anything. 

Now the points that I think those who favor Burke ought to cover: 

(1) This law requires the Department of Commerce to consult with 
the local governing body over the site, and we claim that never was 
done. 

(2) Why did the Department after selecting Chantilly first, aban- 
don that for another site ? 

(3) How can you claim that you can go into an area where land 
is selling for $1,000 to $3,000 an acre and get it for $300 or $400 an 
acre ? 

(4) We want somebody to explain why an appropriation for con- 
struction should be made before any bona fide effort has been made for 
consideration in Virginia of an alternative site that would not be so 
objectionable to the community as Burke is, and would not upset 
things like Burke would. 

Last but not least we want.a close look at the act of the 8ist. Con- 
gress, Public Law 762, which said this is a $14 million project and we 
claim that when the General Counsel for the. Department of Com- 
merce said that the additional language of each year that Congress 
could make additional provisions for concessions and improvements 
and maintenance he was in, error in. claiming that meant that. this 
should be built in stages. Now, that is just legalistic buncombe. It 
was a $14 million project and the first witness said. that included the 
airport, one hangar, and an administrative building, but, he said, 
later we would have to have more as traffic developed there. 

Senator Cuavetz. Could you buy the land for that / 

Senator Roperrson. You cannot buy the land for that, and the 
$12.500.000 that is stated here 1 estimated on the House’ side to, bea 
$50 million project, but 1 was going to’show, it was far.abeve, that. 

I say, Mri Chairman, thrat,is the position of; the: Virginia, Senators, 

Those favoring it should. center their attention on that, and Jet them 
open their argument for Burke, give those who.oppose it.a chance, and 
then brief rebuttal... Is that agreeable. now / 

Senator Magnuson, It is agreeable with me. 

Senator Rosertson. Then I have no objection now to Congressinan 
Broyhill testifying. He is going to have to doa little voting on, civil 
rights or something in the House. 


ADDITIONAL ATRPORT FOR WASHENGTON AREA 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


OPPOSITION TO RURKE ALRPORT PROPOSAL 


Mr’Chairinian, my name is Joel T. Broyhill, a Member of the House 
of Representatives from the 10th District of Virginia. 

fam going to be very brief. because I fully realize this committee 
has heard testimony on this problem ‘over and over again) and I a6 
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not want to be repetitious, yet I would like to emphasize some of the 
very serious aspects of this matter. 

I believe that I can officially state on behalf of the majority of the 
people of the 10th Congressional District of Virginia and the county 
of Fairfax in particular, that they do not want this airport located in 
their community at Burke. It would impose severe economic hard- 
ships on the community by taking additional lands off the tax rolls 
and requiring additional facilities for the people who will, of course, 
work on tax-free land. 

Of course, considering the advent of the jet age that will create 
noises that very few of us have ever experienced, it would make living 
conditions deplorable and the land uninhabitable for residential pur- 
poses for miles around and, in fact, would have an adverse effect on 
the homes of somewhere between 50,000 and 60,000 people who are at 
present living in this immediate area. 

I have during my 5 years of service in the Congress received literally 
hundreds of complaints from the residents of northern Virginia con- 
cerning the noises, nuisance, and hazards created by the now existing 
National Airport, the Davison Field at Fort Belvoir, and various 
private airfields located in northern Virginia. The proposed con- 
struction of another airport which would be a jet airport, only 1214 
miles from the National Airport, would put our entire northern Vir- 
ginia community, consisting of approximately 500,000 people, in the 
co-called cross-fire takeoff and landing patterns of literally thousands 
upon thousands of aircraft every year. This threatened impact upon 
the living conditions may be unimaginable at this time, but certainly 
causes all of us very deep and grave concern. 


AUTHORIZATION LANGUAGE 


We feel this committee should be and is concerned about the attitude 
of the people in the community affected, because, as Senator Robertson 
pointed out, in Public Law 762 of the 81st Congress, which authorized 
construction of an additional airport for the Washington area, you 
specifically stated that the community should be consulted. The spe- 
cific language in the bill is stated as follows: 

Provided further, That the choice of site by the Secretary shall be made only 
after consultation with the governing body in the county in which the airport 
is to be located, with respect to the suitability of the site to be selected, and its 
possible impact on the vicinity. 

I submit that the Department of Commerce did not want that lan- 
guage in the original bill to start with. They objected to it going in 
there, and after the Congress put it in there over their objections, 
they completely ignored it and, therefore, did not carry out the specific 
instructions of Congress because they did not want to. So I submit 
further that insofar as the CAA is concerned I do not believe that this 
language is worth the paper it is written on. In fact the CAA has 
ignored specific directives of the Congress and flaunted the will of the 
Congress. The Congress was obviously concerned about the attitude 
and welfare of the community in 1950, and I believe it should likewise 
have the same concern about the attitude and welfare of the people 
in that community today. Particularly in view of the fact that dur- 
ing these past 7 years the official governing body of the community 
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has not once been consulted by the Department of Commerce and the 
CAA as Congress instructed. 


AIR CONGESTION PROBLEM 


We who represent the metropolitan area of Washington in the Con- 
ss are naturally concerned with the air congestion problem as much, 
if not more so, than anyone else. We would be naturally more con- 
cerned about all of the problems affecting, the welfare, comfort, and 
safety of the people living in the area of Washington than anyone 
else because of our personal interest in them as our constituents, and 
it is therefore fitting and proper that we are very much concerned 
about their welfare. I urge you, therefore, to consider the wishes of 
the 2 Virginia Senators and the 2 Maryland Senators as well as the 
Representatives in the House of the area, who are very much aware 
of this problem and who are most anxious to assist in every way pos- 
sible in a proper and practicable solution to it. I certainly do not be- 
lieve that it is the desire of the Congress to ignore the position of the 
duly elected representatives in the Congress of the people who are 
most directly affected by the proposal. 

TI should like to repeat with emphasis that we do not want to ignore 
the problem, that we are aware of the problem of air facilities, and 
that we are most anxious to assist in solving the problem at the earliest 
possible time. 






















DISAGREEMENT AMONG CAA OFFICIALS 




















T should like to also point out that there is a great deal of con- 
troversy among the so-called aeronautical technicians and experts who 
have recommended the Burke site as the best available site for a second 
Washington national airport. In fact, when the site was originally 
selected at random in 1951, there was a great deal of disagreement 
among some of the CAA officials and, in fact, some misgiving about 
Burke being the proper solution. 

So, we recognize that there is an air problem here. We want to 
assist in helping to work out this air problem, but the location of an 
airport at Burke is contrary to the advice of the so-called Civil Aero- 
nautics technicians. 

The Curtis Committee, which as you know, is a White House Com- 
mittee established to study the planning and modernization of airports, 
in their 1957 report very specifically recommended the spacing of air- 
ports from a minimum of 16 to 40 miles apart, depending upon the 
airports’ instrument patterns, in order to assure necessary safety. The 
selection of the Burke site, however, completely ignores these minimum 
safety standards which were so specifically recommended by this high 
level Committee of experts. In fact, the Burke site is only 12.8 miles 
from the National Airport, 3 miles from the Davison Field at Fort 
Belvoir, and less than 12.3 miles from the danger area of Quantico 
Marine Base. In addition, there are several small private airfields 
located within this minimum distance as well as the Andrews Air 
Force Base, the Bolling Air Force Base, and the Anacostia Naval 
Base, all of which are located within a short distance and which will 
continue to add to the air congestion of the area. Therefore I wish 
to strongly point out that the Burke site is located entirely too close 
to these other faciliies in order to maintain the minimum air safety. 
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FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT AS TEMPORARY ALTERNATIVE 





























Senator Caavez. What about Friendship ? 
Representative Broyum.. We feel that Friendship could be used 
as a temporary alternative until a permanent solution can be found. 

If you construct another airport in this area only 12 miles away 
from National Airport in addition to these other airports already 
located within the minimum safety distance, I submit we are going 
to have further traffic congestion and a more aggravated and danger- 
ous traffic problem. The construction of several additional airports 
next to one another will not eliminate the congestion existing in the 
air approaching the airports. The only practicable solution is to con- 
struct the airports farther apart, which would naturally pull the air 
traffic out of the area. 


ANDREWS FIELD 





Senator Caavez. Do you have a comment on Andrews Field ? 

Representative Broyuma. Yes, sir, I do. I understand that the 
CAA favors Andrews Field as their first choice for an additional com- 
mercial facility, but as you know, the Defense Department has set 
themselves up as sacred territory and I do not believe there is any 
possibility of getting Andrews Field away from the military or ever 
of obtaining a portion of it for joint commercial use unless the Defense 
Department is directed by the Congress to cooperate. 

Senator Cuavez. You represent that area in Congress, and you are 
elected by the people of that area, are you not, sir? 

Representative Broyuity. Yes, and of course the junior and senior 
Senators from Virginia represent in part that area also, and they 
equally sharé my concern with this problem and naturally speak for 
the people of the area the same as T. 

Senator Rorrrrson. We are against Burke, but not a location in 
Virginia: We ‘ave asked that a suitable location in Virginia be 
investigated, aid we claim that it has never been investigated. 









INTEREST OF AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCTATION 








Representative Broyviier. As lone as the Air Transport Associa- 
tion wanted the Burke site approved because it was more convenient 
to the airlines, they have msisted that the CAA go along with this 
suggestion. Therefore, the CAA has not objectively investigated 
other alternative sites. which were suggested to them but. instead, 
whenever an alternative was suggested they tried to run it down as 
being impracticable and compared it. unfavorably with the Burke 
site. They have not been open minded and objective in seeking a 
solution to this problem. 

Some of the Members of the House pointed out that since the Burke 
site is what the so-called experts recommended they are inclined to 
go along with the exneérts, since the sir-congestion problem was ‘a 
serious one and we had to.arrive at a solution immediately on »n emer- 
gency basis... I do ‘not believe that. we should’ blindly follow the - 
advice of these so-called experts inorder to ‘hasten disposing of a 
problem. In fact. as T have ‘stated before. there: is inconsistency as 
well as distereement among the experts, plus the fact that I do not 
believe that you have to be an neronautical expert to determine prop- 




















SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 539 


erty values, cost of construction, the impact on the community and 


its citizens, as well as what would make for good future community 
planning. 


AIRPORT COST 


I know from my own practical real-estate experience, which inci- 
dentally I will not subordinate for the opinions of the CAA officials, 
that the property at Burke would be a great deal more expensive to 
ac quire than property located a little further out. 

Senator Ronerrson. You did not make both ends meet by mis- 
judging land values as the Government witnesses have on Burke. 

Representative Broyaiti. They estimated $14 million in 1950 as 
the cost of the airport. Now, they admit it would cost at least $50 
million to build the airport, not including the hangars. If I ever 
missed an estimate by one-tenth of that amount in my own line of work, 
I would have been out of business a long time ago. I do not believe 
you can set up such people as authorities or experts if they miss in 
their estimates to Congress by that amount. 

The terrain at Burke is very rough and hilly. It has a variation in 
elevation of 140 feet. Therefore, in order to level out this area you 
would have to cut in some areas as much as 70 feet and fill in others 
as much as 70 feet. I know from my own building experience that 
the moving of earth and the shaping of terrain is one of the most ex- 
pensive items in the cost of construction of any project. You would 

not have to be a CAA expert to know that. I suggest that if we went 

out a little farther in the selection of this airport in order to eliminate 
the air congestion we would be able to be more selective in the acquisi- 
tion of the land from the terrain standpoint, we would be able to 
acquire the basic land more economically, we would be able to prepare 
the land for the airport much more economically, and of most impor- 
tance, it would have less of a hazard, nuisance, and impact upon the 
people in the surrounding community. 

Senator Rorerrson. What will it cost to just clear the trees and get 
the roots out of there? 


Representative Broynitt. We estimate $16 million alone to prepare 
the basic land. 


Senator DworsHak. How far is the Burke site from the new CLA 
cffice building? 

Representative Broyiit.. I would have to guess at that. I would 
guess about 13 or 14 miles. I might be off by a couple of miles. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout all of the discussion of this problem 
from the beginning, the only advantage that the proponents of the 
Burke site have come up with is the closeness to.the Washington 
National Airport and the shortness in travel time from the Statler 
Hotel, which for some reason or another has been established as the 
so-called zero point. They have objected to the use of the Friendship 
Airport because it would take 5 or 10 minutes more in ground-travel 
time from this so-called zero point. They have promptly rejected all 
other alternatives on the basis of 5 to 10 minutes additional ground- 
' travel time to the other facilities, 

I think in all modern community planning and most certainly in our 
planning for the future we are gomg to have to consider locating these 
jet airports further out from the main street of the business aréas and 
the center of these metropolitan streets. In fact, we must develop 
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these airports on an areawide basis rather than on a basis of service 
to a few people who may be doing business on main street and staying 
at the principal hotel located on main street. 
If there is going to be an international or intercontinental airport, 
I think it should serve an area larger than the Statler Hotel. I think 
it should serve an area including Richmond, Charlottesville, Balti- 
more, and all the 2 million people making up the metropolitan area of 
Washington. We should plan this airport taking into consideration 
more modern means of transportation to the airport from downtown 
areas such as limited-access freeways, helicopter service, and maybe 
rapid-transit service. 
GROUND TRAVEL TIME 


Senator Rozerrson. Suppose I prefer to stay at the Statler and I 
want to make a plane out at 4: 30 in the afternoon? How could I pos- 
sibly make it ? 

Representative Broruimx. Unless you give us some additional 
ere across the Potomac, you cannot make it in a reasonable length 
of time. 

Senator Rosertson. It is not so many miles, but it is 45 minutes to 
get from Constitution Avenue across the 14th Street Bridge. 

Senator Cuavez. It came out of my committee. You had authority 
for 3 years and you have had the money for 3 years. Why do you not 
build the bridge? 

Representative BroyHity. I am now urging the White House and 
the District Commissioners to proceed with that construction of that 
bridge. They have procrastinated entirely too long. 

Senator Cuavez. If they do not build a bridge, I think Congress 
ought to get the money back. 

Representative Broruit.. I think we have been talking too much 
and too long about 5-minute and 10-minute travel time on the ground 
and we have been ignoring the cost of the airport, the future planning 
and the impact on the community. I do not think that 5 or 10 minutes 
ground travel time is that important and should outweigh all the 
other practical problems involved. 

Senator Hotianp. Shall we reconvene at 2: 30? 


IMPLEMENTATION OF CURTIS REPORT 


Senator Maenuson. A few weeks ago, I introduced a bill at the 
request of the administration to carry out the Curtis report that you 
quoted from. 

After hearings, we passed the bill on Saturday. The President has 
assigned General Quesada as the Department’s Representative. I as- 
sume the President will sign the bill. It was an executive request. 
That Air Coordinating Board which you set up for some of the 
problems that you have mentioned of the jet age and airspace will 
probably ‘start functioning now within the next week or 10 days, I 
would suspect. They are already working, and the President has 
given them emergency funds. 

Have they at any time been consulted about this problem by either 
the Department or by the people or members of Congress ? 

Representative Broyuity. I have not been consulted and to my 
knowledge no one has been consulted officially out in Fairfax County. 
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CONSULTATION WITH AIR COORDINATING BOARD 


Senator Macnuson. Has the Air Coordinating Board which has 
been set up for the purpose of studying this problem of crowded air- 
space been consulted ? 

Representative Broruiix. No, sir ; not that I know of. 

Over in the House, there was kind of an air of desperation about 
doing something about this air problem here, and I think it was 
more the attitude of desperation that caused the House to appropriate 
these funds rather than actually analyzing the whole problems and try- 
ing to understand the various aspects of it. 

May I suggest that if the Senate feels the same way and wants to 
go along with making this appropriation at this time, and I hope 
you will not appropriate the money, that if you must appropriate it 
then I urgently request that you add a provision to the appropria- 
tions which would prohibit the construction of this new facility within 
a radius of 16 miles of the National Airport. I feel very strongly 
about this because I am afraid that otherwise we will construct an- 
other airport at a nearer distance. I cannot speak for the Senators, 
but I believe they would go along with it. 

Senator Magnuson. That is the recommendation of the Curtis re- 

ort. 

Now, that has been made official with the Board, the Department of 
Commerce, and the Department of Defense would be represented with 
the 1 man to make a 3-man board. 

Why do you not get some official statement now from this new board 
that will be set up regarding the quotation you made from the Curtis 
report ? 

LIMITATION IN BILL SUGGESTED 


Representative Broyum.. They have told you if you appropriate 
this money they are going to build this airport at Burke. Therefore, 
1 think that you are going to have to put the specific limitation in the 
bill prohibiting the construction of the airport within a radits of 
16 miles or the CAA is going to find some way of wiggling around 
their own regulations and ignoring the very important safety factors 
involved. May I also suggest that if you appropriate this money 
and put in this restriction that you will insist upon the restriction 
remaining in the bill when the bill gets to the House because there 
are some pretty fast talkers among the House conferees on going 
along with these so-called CAA experts, and they will give them a free 
hand to do as they will. 

Senator Rorertson. The senior Senators do not deny the need for 
an airport. We just want other sites in Virginia to be investigated. 

Senator Magnuson. Willis, let me finish this because this bill was 
passed out of my committee in 1950 recommending a second airport. 
That is 7 years. Conditions have gotten worse. They have gotten 
so bad all over the country, not only at Washington National Airport, 
that it is felt that one of the most important things to do here in this 
Congress in regard to aviation was to set up this Air Coordinating 
Board. 

Representative Broruitu. I agree with that. 

Senator Maanuson. It has now been set up. You make your con- 
tention that the Curtis report says that’ we should not go within 16 
miles of other airports. It seems to me it would cast a lot of light 
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on this and give some official standing to at least the broad rules of 
the game in building airports, considering our congested airspace, if 
they could say something about this at this time. 

Representative Broyuin. May I suggest éne more point, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The Senator asked me about representing the people out there. 
You will have witnesses testifying here to try to impress upon the 
committee that the majority is not in opposition to the airport. 
Again, I represent them in ‘Congress... Our two Senators represent 
them in the Senate over here. The Fairfax County Board of Super- 
visors, the local governing body, has six resolutions which have gone 
on record opposing it. Every elected official that represent the com- 
munity as a whole and who have taken a position on the subject are 
against that airport. 

“The Air Transport Association, I believe, is putting thousands of 
dollars in there to help promote these organizations for the airport, 
and you will have witnesses appearing here to try to impress the com- 
mittee with the fact that the people out there want it, but that is not 
true. 

Senator Cuavez. They have a petition after all. 

Representative Brornity. They certainly do have, and I submit 
also there are some people out there who feel it would be an advantage 
to the community. I think in the overall best interest of fhe com- 
munity we should not have the airport at Burke. 

Senator Taye. Aside from the Friendship Airport, where in the 
vicinity of Washington, D. C., would you suggest the airport to be 
located ? 

ALTERNATIVE SITES SUGGESTED 


Representative Broyumu.. I have suggested at Bellmont Bay, about 
4 or 5 miles farther south on the Potomac River, which could be used 
as the approaches, and I have suggested the land in Loudin County 
where we own a large portion of the land. It might be about 8 miles 
farther out, but there will be limited access highw ays there that will 
make the travel distance no more than 5 or 10 minutes difference. 

Senator Ture. Do you have any explanation as to why they have 
not been selected ? 

Representative Broyuit.. 1 have no explanation, but a lot of us feel 
that.it is the pressure of the Air Transport Association that keeps the 
CAA coming back to Burke. They want it as close in ground distance 
as they can get it without regard to the impact on the community. 

There are suggested plans. forrenlarging National Airport. I un- 
derstand that Gen. Carl Spaatz, the former Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, is helping us propose enlargement; ofthe National Airport or 
the joint, use-of Bolling, Field, if the: CAA, by, Congress, was told 
that they have to come up with an alternative. 

If you turn Burke down mow and let. them know that it;is a dead 
duck, I think they will come back more quniekly with an alternative. 

Senator Dworstax. What about Friendship’ 


Representative Brorut. I have no objection to Friendship, but;I 
feel we will need yet another airport. Ifyou are worried about.con- 
gestion today, you could move it to Friendship right now: 

Senator Cruaynz, If you moved there, it would, not, cost.as much as 


Burke. 
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Representative Brora... Maybe $4 million or $5 million for run- 
ways and additional buildings. 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will stand in recess until 2: 30 
p. m., this afternoon. 


(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the committee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 2:30 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION—2: 30 P. M. (Tugspay, Aueust 13, 1957) 


BURKE AIRPORT 
PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR MONRONEY 


Senator Hottanp. The committee will please come to order. 

Chairman Hayden asked me to preside until he can be present. 

This morning Senator Monroney left with us a statement which we 
did not include because we had hoped that he could be here to testify 
in person. He told me during the noon recess that he would be unable 
to he here this afternoon, so we will place his statement in the record. 

I understand that his statement supports the Burke Airport. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 


August 13, 1957. 
Senator CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HaypDeN: I had hoped to be permitted to appear before your 
committee today, but I find it will be necessary for me to preside at hearings 
of the Aviation Subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee, 

With your permission, I am filing this statement for consideration of the Ap- 
propriations Committee in connection with the proposed Commerce Department 


supplemental request for additional airport facilities for Washington, D. ©. 
With appreciation of your courtesy, I am, 


Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MONRONEY. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR A, S, MIKE MONRONEY, DEMOCRAT, OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr, Chairman and members of the Appropriations Committee, I deeply appre- 
ciate your interest in this matter and the opportunity given me to stress the 
urgency of action now—before this Congress adjourns—on funds for a second 
airport near the Nation’s Capital. 

We are—and have been—flying on borrowed time. We have been risking 
serious accidents from overcrowding since 1950 when the Senate Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee directed the Secretary of Commerce to pro- 
ceed to build a second airport for Washington, and 1951 when your distinguished 
committee voted the first $1 million appropriation for a second airport. The de- 
lay has been very costly. It is estimated that 25 to 50 percent more money 
will be needed now than several years ago. Amounts will increase further, if 
there is delay, because economic development near the Burke site which was 
chosen is self-accelerating. 

I am very happy that funds have been requested by the Secretary of Com- 
merce to build this second airport immediately. When my subcommittee held 
extensive hearings nearly 3 years ago, we were so disturbed by the ever-increasing 
danger of catastrophe at overcrowded Washington National Airport that we in- 
structed the Secretary to request funds without delay, mentioning specifically 
the first deficiency appropriation of 1956. The first request for an appropria- 
tion since 1951 came up last year in the second supplemental for 1957, and now 
funds again are being asked. 
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Our committee found that Washington National Airport not only was con- 
gested, but that even with contemplated additional facilities there, it could not 
safely land and take off jet aircraft of all categories, These are coming soon. 
We also found that Andrews Air Force Base not available and that Friendship 
Airport near Baltimore would provide only an interim solution. The latter 
would require considerable inconvenience to interchanging and Washington- 
generated air passengers. That was in 1955. It is later now and we taust be 
grateful that a major crash has not occurred as a result of the delay. 

I would call the attention of the committee to the fact that Burke was not 
chosen by the Aviation Subcommittee of which I am chairman, or by the Con- 
gress. Its choice in the beginning was the result of careful study after the Civil 
Aeronautics Authority had been directed to, select the best site and commence 
construction. Remember, that was in 1950. 

Now 7 years later, like a badminton bird, the site has bounced back and forth 
between Burke and Belmont Bay and Chantilly time and again. Only Andrews 
Field seems to have been eliminated from possible consideration for the solu- 
tion. There have been great increases in cost., There has been tremendous 
acceleration in the use of air space over National, The possibility of accidents 
has mounted. 

The National Airport already is handling more than the accepted measure of 
capacity for a single runway airport, which is 40 instrument flight-rule opera- 
tions per hour, with great strain on the traffic-control system and inconvenience 
te users. I’m told that by 1960 the Washington area will require between 74 
and 89 operations per typical busy hour and by 1965, volume is expected to reach 
109 to 130 operations per hour. 

The present Washington National Airport is reported to be the busiest airport 
in the world for its size. Air traffic here between 1948 and 1956 increased by 
219 pereent in passengers served, and by 89 percent in air-carrier departures. 
The constant inérease makes it difficult to keep up with the future. In 1955, 
as I recall it, the estimate given our committee of passengers to be served here 
by 1965 was slightly over 7 million. Latest CAA estimates for 1965 are between 
8 and 10.6 million passengers. There were a few more than 1 million passengers 
arriving by scheduled airlines in 1947. Ten years later, this year, 4.2 million 
passengers are expected to be served at National. 

As Iounderstand it, the budget estimate of $35 million is based on an 
expedited construction program for the initial development at Burke, to be 
usable by the summer of 1960 and completed in 1961. The ultimate develop- 
ment: will cost more, with additional construction undertaken as it is needed. 
When the proposed second airport is completed, however, it will have sufficient 
capacity to meet foreseeable demands. 

I feel that the appropriation asked by President Fisenhower is absolutely 
necessary and nist be passed at this session if we are not to delay another 10 
months in beginning to meet this pressing need. 

T hope that the funds for a second airport will be provided, to be spent under the 
direction of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, using either the Burke or 
Chantilly sites. CAA is the technically qualified agency of Government in this 
field and I would expect CAA to select the most advantageous site considering all 
the. aspects of need for an additional airport. In the meantime, I urge that for 
safety’s sake we use Baltimore’s Friendship as an additional airport for Wash- 
ington during the 4 or 5 years of construction at the new airport. With more 
frequent schedules going into Friendship, by the time of the completion of 
Washington's second airport, Baltimore will need the full use of its own schedules. 







































COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 





Senator Horianp. I think the orderly way to proceed would be to 
have the Government agency heard first then the proponents of Burke, 
since this is upon a supplemental budget from the President, and then 
the opponents. Unless there is a change made by the committee, we 
expect to hold each side to 1 hour. I mean in addition to the time taken 
by the official agency so that the citizens will be equally renresented. 

I understand Mr. Pyle is here for the CAA and Mr. Williams who 


was also here this morning, to file a statement of which a portion 
related to Burke. 
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I suggest that he present that portion of his statement that relates 
to Burke, to start the hearing. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Witiiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to file this 


formal statement but, in addition, I would like to make 1 or 2 informal 
comments. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY WALTER WILLIAMS, UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, the purposes of both of the 
Commerce items in this supplemental appropriation bill have previously been 
discussed before this committee and are well Known to you. 

The need for a second airport for Washington is acute, and we believe that 
we should get the issue settled and get on with the job of building the airport, 
a need recognized by the Congress when it enacted Public Law 792. Since that 
time a great deal of study has been given both to the need and the site of a new 
airport. The position of the Department of Commerce on both these questions 
remains the same as previously presented to your committee. We stili believe 
that since Andrews Field cannot be made available for civil use that an additional 
airport is necessary, and that the Burke site is the most feasible to meet the 
demands of air traffic in the Washington area. 

The use ef the Friendship Airport at Baltimore has often been advanced as 
an alternative to a new airport. The validity of this alternative as a permanent 
solution can be judged by considering these facts. During fiscal year 1957 
270,000 aireraft operations involving 4.2 million passengers were handled by 
Washington National Airport. Forecasts for 1960 indicate that upward of a 50- 
percent increase in passengers will occur as a national average. Translating this 
increase into aircraft operations for the combined Washington-Baltimore area 
reveals that both Friendship and Washington National would be saturated by 
1960. Moreover, it is estimated that by 1965 the Washington traffic alone would 
require the fall use of both airports. To me, these facts make the issue before us 
very clear—we must begin now to build a new airport to meet the 1960 air 
traffic requirements. If we do not begin now we will only retard the growth and 
safety of air traffic in the Washington area. 

As you are aware, the House committee reported and the House approved 
$12,500,000 for the airport after discussion in the hearings concerning the $14 
million limitation. contained in the authorizing legislation. This amount will 
permit work to proceed on constructing an airport, and we are not appealing 
the House allowance. 

The item for construction of a surveying Ship for the Coast and Geodetie 
Suryey as set forth in Senate Document 57 is simply to provide sufticient funds 
to build the ship for which the Congress appropriated $3,700,000 in the 1957 
appropriation act. The specifications for the ship we plan to build are basically 
unchanged from those for which the Congress already made an appropriation. 
However, when we opened the bids, we found that price increases as well as 
a substantial underestimate by our people result in our coming back now for 
an additional $3,456,000. You will recall that Public Law 85-115, approved 
July 24, 1957, authorized this additional appropriation. 

The Coast and Geodetic Survey unquestionably needs the ship to carry on 
its assigned hydrographic operations. In recent years, their small fleet has been 
depleted through overage and obsolescence. Two of its five major ships have been 
disposed of due to overage and very high cost of repairs, maintenance, and op- 
eration. Another of this group has been assigned for the past 3 years to stra- 
tegic defense work for the United States Navy. Thus, we have remaining but 
two major vessels, the Dxeplorer and the Pathfinder which were completed in 
1940 and 1942, respectively. For these reasons, we think that it is unfortunate 
that the money we have has proved inadequate to start construction of a new 
replacement ship. 

it is my sincere hope that these items will receive your sympathetic and fav- 
orable consideration. The Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation is 
out of the country and cannot be here to tell you of his deep interest in settling 
the second Washington airport matter. However, Mr. Bradley D. Nash, the 
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Deputy Under Secretary for Transportation, is here in his stead. Staff of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration and the Coast and Geodetic Survey are also 
here to furnish you with such additional information as you may require. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Witu1ams. In approaching a problem as complex as this business 
of selecting an airport, I think it is easy for us to try to make it a black 
and white matter without recognizing that there is an awful lot of gray 
area, and I think one needs to do his level best to the maximum of his 
ability to sift out the facts and weigh them as carefully and as honestly 
as he can. 

I think that one overwhelming fact has been standing out for all of 
us irrespective of what we think should be the location of the new air- 
port is the terrific growth of the aviation industry. 

T am sure that Mr. Pyle will give numerous other statics, but just let 
me point out these salient facts and figures. 


AIR TRAFFIC AT WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


During the fiscal year 1957, 270,000 aircraft operations involving 4.2 
million passengers were handled at the Washington National Airport. 

In forecasting for 1960, it is expected that there will be an increase of 
50 percent in passengers as a national average, and I am told the rate 
of growth at the Washington National Airport is even greater than 
that, so you see something of the enormity of the problem. 

I do not believe we have serious conflict with respect to those people 
who are advocating Friendship because, again, referring to the facts 
and figures, this increase that I have just referred to, translated into the 
use of both of these airports, indicates that Friendship and National 
Airport would be saturated by 1960, and, moreover, it is estimated that 
by 1965 the Washington traffic alone would require the full use of both 
airports. 

Therefore, it looks from the present traffic growth that both Friend- 
ship and Washington National Airport are going to be needed by the 
time the new airport comes into being, wherever it may be. 

The question seems to me to come down to the question of where this 
new airport should be located. We, Commerce, and CAA, believe that 
Burke is the logical airport. Again it becomes not a black or white 
proposition because there are unquestionably arguments on both sides, 
but on balance with respect to various points which would be brought 
out by Mr. Pyle and his associates, it just seems to us that if the urgency 
of the situation, among other factors, is a pretty compelling and driving 
force for us to select Burke and get going on it as soon as we possibly 
can. 

Associated with me today are Mr. Bradley D. Nash, the Under Secre- 
tary for Transportation, acting in the absence of Louis Rothschild 
who is now in Europe, and James T. Pyle, and his associates, Mr. 
Pyle being the Administrator of CAA. 

With that brief statement. Mr. Chairman, I should like to call upon 
Administrator Pyle who will make a brief statement, and the matter 
then will be open for questions. 

Senator Hotianp. The remaining part of your statement which 
was not placed in the record this morning has been made a part of 
the record. 
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REASON FOR ABANDONMENT OF CHANTILLY SITE 


Senator Roperrson. I will ask a two-pronged question. One, why 
did the Department which first selected Chantilly in Fairfax County 
abandon that site for Burke ? 

Secondly, when anybody mentions Chantilly now and talks about the 
driving time, why do they put Chantilly over in Loudon County ? 

Mr. Witu1ams. That is apparently history prior to my time, so I 
will ask Mr. Pyle to answer that question. 

Mr. Pyte. | do not wish to evade your question in any way, Senator, 
but I can find no evidence that Chantilly was ever the first choice of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. It was considered and it still is 
under active consideration. 

Senator Rosertson. Do you mean it is under active consideration 
now ¢ 

Mr. Prue. It is from the standpoint that we honestly believe—and I 
will make the statement—that Burke is the best site. 

Charitilly is still a good site. I think this is a fair and proper way 
to state it. 

Senator Roserrson. Those who reported it to me that your first 
choice had been Chantilly said that you abandoned it because you 
found there had been some land speculation in it and you did not 
propose to let anybody profit from a Government airport, and aban- 
donment of the site may have been wrong, but I will ask them when 
they testify. 

How close did you look ? 

Mr. Pye. I asked my people particularly as you brought it up 
this morning, since I had to come back here this afternoon, to give 
me information so that I could report to you the honest facts. 

We can find no evidence that Chantilly was ever considered as the 
first choice in the northern Virginia area. I may be wrong, Senator, 
but this is an honest search. 


RECOMMENDATION OF SITE WITHIN 16 MILES 


Senator Roperrson. Was it an error that you recommended that 
there be no supplemental airport closer than 16 miles? 

Did you make that recommendation ? 

Mr. Pytr. I did not understand your question. 

Senator Roserrson. Did you make a recommendation previously 
that there be no supplemental airport closer than 16 miles? 

Mr. Pye. No, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. That was the President’s committee. 

Senator Rozerrson. You do not endorse that proposal either ? 

Mr. Prix. May I explain that particular point, because I think it 
is a very important one. The Curtis report states, all things being 
equal, it is desirable that the separation between the two airports, 
and I quote, “on the order of 16 miles.” 

It happens, and you can, of course, take any figures you wish—it 
is difficult to measure one airport from the other—the actual distance 
from the center of the Washington National Airport and the Burke 
site is 14.5 miles. This, I think, is fairly close to being “on the order.” 

In response to the point Senator Magnuson brought out this morn- 
ing, so that I do not state it incorrectly, I will read the statement that 
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the President recommended to the Congress with respect to the con- 
struction of a second national airport in the area of Burke, Va., and 
General Quesada, a special assistant to the President, would certainly 
be consulted on such a matter as this. 

So, I would infer from that statement and I checked with General 
Quesada that he was consulted. 

Mr, Chairman, shall I proceed with my statement? 

Senator Horianp. I would like to question you on one of the points 
that Senator Robertson advanced. 

During the summer, 2 or 3 months ago, I do not remember the exact 
time, but shortly after it had been suggested to me by one member 
of our subcommittee who is studying this matter, Senator Stennis, 
that perhaps Chantilly offered a valid alternative for Burke. 


REQUEST FOR RESURVEY OF BURKE 


I requested you to make a resurvey of Burke and report tome, Ap- 
parently you did make a resurvey, although I did not receive a report 
from you until last Thursday night, after this meeting was already 
set, and well after the supplemental budget item had come down. 

Immediately upon receiving that report and referring it to this 
office I was advised by the staff here that the site which you had 
selected now and reported on as the Chantilly site is 2.6 miles removed 
from the site as shown on the maps in 1951 supplied by your Depart- 
ment and as shown on the maps which your present Department sup- 
plied to Mr. Witeck of this committee’s office during the summer. 


REMOVAL OF SITE 2.6 MILES WESTERLY AND NORTHERLY 


What explanation can you make, if any, for the removal of the 
site 2.6 miles westerly and northerly, as I understand it, from the orig- 
inal site so as to place it at that much greater distance away from 
Washington and so as to require that much more construction of first- 
class access roads and the expense connected therewith in order to 
make available the Chantilly site upon which you reported ? 

Mr. Pye. I am going to ask Mr. Howell to report on that since he 
is familiar with the exact geographical location. 

Senator Horzanp. Someone from your Department sent me this 
this morning in blank. It is a statement which was prepared in re- 
sponse to our request on this matter. Is that your statement? 

Mr. Pyrite. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Did you say this was your statement? 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. I wish you would sign it. It comes to me as a 
blank statement, and I want it to be identified as an official statement 
from the Agency. 

Mr. Pyxe. I have signed it. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you mind explaining just how it is that 
this more recent survey of Chantilly made at my request and reported 
to me, as I say, after the coming down of this supplemental budget 
request and after the setting of this hearing, is located some 2.6 miles 
away from the site as shown on your 1951 map, and also shown on the 
plat which you furnished to Mr. Witeck of this office during the sum- 
mer as a basis for his survey on the ground. 
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Mr. Pyte. I will be glad to. I will ask Mr. Howell to respond to 
this, but I would like to be sure that you understand that there is no 
intent in any way just to select a site just for the purpose of trying 
to sell burke. We go out there and look at it objectively in the na- 
tional interest. The fact that it happens to be a few more miles out, 
i will ask Mr. Howell to explain, but it is not to try to make our point. 
I want the record clear on that point. 

Senator Hotztanp. I remember Thursday when I asked you why 
you had not sent this to me, you told me you would get it to me be- 
fore dark; you also said that you did not recall that the engineers 
of the CAA had reported an interference between National and Burke 
that would not be present if Chantilly were designated instead of 
Burke. Have you checked on that matter ? 

Mr. Pyuz. ‘The traffic control we can report on. 

Senator Horttanp. Thursday, you did not think there had been 
such a finding on the part of your engineers; did you? 

Mr. Pye. No, sir. 

Senator Hoiianp. State for the record what you did state to me 
last week, and I found you were innocent of any knowledge concern- 
ing it. 


Mr. Py te. I will try to recollect it correctly, and I wish you would 
correct me if I am not. 


TRAFFIC CONTROL SITUATION 


I think I said that we had looked at the traffic-control situation 
at both Burke and Chantilly, and that there were certain minor ad- 
vantages in favor of the Chantilly site. 

Would this be correct as to my statement ? 

Senator Hottanp. That is correct. 

You also said, if I remember correctly, that you had no recollection 
of your engineers ever having reported that there would be any in- 
terference between National and Burke. Do you remember that? 

Mr. Pyxx. I am frank to say, Senator Holland, that I do not recall 
saying exactly that. 

Senator Hotianp. Then just what did you say ? 

Mr. Pyte. I think we said we had traflie control problems at any 
and all of the sites. However, we discussed the question of Chantilly 
versus Burke, and I said that from a traffic-control standpoint only, 
Chantilly did have some advantages. This isa direct statement. I 
will have Mr. Thomas 

Senator Hotitanp. To come back to my point that I made to you 
last Thursday which was that it was my clear recollection that. your 
own engineers had reported that there was interference between Na- 
tional and Burke, which would not be found between National and 
Chantilly, you did find that in a formal report of your engineers, did 
you not‘ 

" Mr. Prix. I think the problem is present also at Chantilly, Senator, 
and Mr. Chairman, if you would like, we would have Mr. Thomas 
discuss that point right now. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you state whether or not you found your 
engineers had discussed that very problem in one of their formal re- 


ports and that you had not known about it when you talked to me 
about it last Thursday ? 
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Mr. Pytez. Possibly I did say that. The point that I do not feel it 
is fair to you, Senator, to make a statement unless I am completely sure 
of the exact facts. In that situation, I think I reported that it was my 
impression that there were certain advantages to Chantilly from a 
traffic-control standpoint which we are prepared to show you. 

Senator Hotianp. But you do not. remember stating to me that you 
had no recollection of your engineers ever having reported an inter- 
ference between the flying pattern at National and that which would 
prevail at Burke ? 

Mr. Pye. I am now aware that there is an interference, but there 
is a similar interference at Chantilly. 

Senator Horzanv. Do you not recall telling me your engineers 
pointed out that fact ? 

Mr. Pytex. No, sir, I do not believe I did make that statement. 

Mr. Hower. In regard to the Chantilly site, no site was ever 
finitely pinpointed, nor is any very definite site, exactly located, under 
study today. 


NINETEEN HUNDRED FIFTY-ONE SITE-SELECTION STUDIES 


In 1951 when the site-selection studies were made, we used in 
evaluating the site at Chantilly a runway system with primary par- 
allel runways oriented, roughly, 18 degrees east of north which, at that 
time, appeared to offer the gr eaeest_air-traffic-control capabilities. 
Since that time studies have shown the desirability of making the pri- 
mary runways directly parallel with the primary runway at Wash- 
ington National Airport, for the purpose of very recent site studies 
we have shifted the location somewhat northward and westward, since 
the reorientation of those runways would put the flight pattern, I 
should estimate, roughly a half a mile north and directly over the 
town of Chantilly, so it was moved in order to avoid that interference. 

Senator Hotianp. You did furnish, however, a plat to the Congress 
in 1951, did you not? 

Mr. Howe tt. It was not a detailed plat. It was included in our 
initial site-study report. 

Senator Hotianp. It was a location plat which showed where it 
was located, and it was very close to the main highway. 

Mr. Howe tt. It was the approximate location of what we did study 
at that time. 

Senator Hotianp. Then you furnished a larger scale map to Mr. 
Witeck of this office some 2 or 3 months ago when he was going out to 
make a check, did you not? 

Mr. Hower. That is correct. 

Senator Horianp. Why is it that the present location as reported is 
some 2.6 miles from Washington, which is farther than the plat fur- 
nished to Mr. Witeck this summer? 

Mr. Howett. I am not aware that there is any difference in what we 
turnished to Mr. Witeck last summer. 

Senator Horianp. Gentlemen, we have a live quorum upstairs. 

(A brief recess was taken.) 

Senator Hottanp. You may proceed, Mr. Pyle. 

Mr. Pye. Mr. Chairman, I would like to respond to the question on 
the mileage, because I think it is a very valid point, and I think the 
record should be clear on that. 
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REORIENTATION OF RUNWAYS 


In order to prevent any misunderstanding, we have reoriented the 
runways to be sure that they would be the most efficient for the han- 
dling of traffic. In other words, this gets into a technical problem, but 
these runways were originally oriented roughly 18 degrees or just east 
of nerth. We now havve'to have theni ¢bsolutely due north and south, 
magnetic, Mr. Chairman, in order to have a proper traffic handling 
capability. 

If you do not mind, I would just like to point this out. The original 
runways were oriented slightly to the east of north. We now have to 
have them north-south. We have to move it farther north and the 
mileage contained in your letter is to the radio range station, which 
is roughly the center of the site, and I would imagine the mileage in 
the previous 1951 site is to the town of Chantilly which does border 
the old concept of the site. 

In other words, it is a technical problem to better handle traffic 
control. 

Senator Hotianp. This is the map that you furnished to this office 
here to check on the ground and to furnish persons in that area who 
were interested in checking on the matter. 

Mr. Pyrex. Apparently so. 

Senator Hotianp. It shows now that you have relocated the run- 
ways so that instead of being entirely in Fairfax County, the relocated 
runways would be such that the airport would be at least half in 
Loudon County; is that correct ? 

Mr. Pye. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. You do not regard that as a change in the airport 
location, do you? 

Mr. Prix. No, sir; because we have to design an airport that is 
proper for the community, and I do not think we can point a runway 
right at a town and, for that reason, we have to move it farther west. 

Senator Hottanp. Who did this originally ? 

Mr. Howett. That is merely a reproduction of what was done in 
1951. 

Senator Hottanp. Then, it is true, that as late as a couple of months 
ago, you furnished this 1951 location to this office and only last Thurs- 
day night you furnished the data covering the new location, which 
data I had requested from you some 2 months ago before you went 
on your vacation. 

Mr. Prue. Yes, sir. 


DELAY IN RESPONDING TO REQUEST 


Senator Hottanp. What was the reason for the long delay in re- 
sponding to my request ? 

Mr. Pye. If you will recall, I told you that I felt that that was a 
dereliction of duty on my part. I intended to look at the site. I 
thought that was the request that you made of me, which we did con- 
scientiously. I took a plane out there and flew over it three times. I 
flew over the whole site three times. I am afraid I failed in respond- 
ing to your request which I perhaps misunderstood, that you did not 
want a report but you wanted me to look at the site, and that is the 
best of my recollection. 
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Again, my memory may have failed me. 

Senator Hotxanp. You do not recall telling me last Thursday, that 
you had no recollection that your engineers had reported a conflict 
in the flying patterns between National and the Burke site? 

Mr. Prix. I do not believe I could have said that because I know 
there is a confiict. I am a pilot. 

Senator Horzanp. What did I ask you in that regard ? 

Mr. Pytx. I do not recall. But I remember the question coming 
up and the question of traffic control. There is a conflict there. There 
is a conflict with Chantilly, also. 


ENGINEERS REPORT 


Senator Hottanp. And that is shown by a report of your own engi- 
neers in writing at. the time Congress was considering this matter in 
1951; is that not correct? 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir. 

I think there is a report dated in 1951. 

Senator Hotzanp. I questioned you about that and, as I recall, very 
clearly you had no recollection that any such report had ever been 
made or existed. You will recall I suggested that you had better 
=— on your own data in your own office, and you said you would 

0 So. 

Mr. Pytz. It is possible that a misunderstanding exists that I said 
IT had not seen that particular report. I had discussed it with our 
sae at length. I have not read that specific and actual report. 

ossibly this is a point that we were discussing. 

Senator Hotianp. I asked you about whether or not you were aware 
of the fact that your own engineers had made such a report and, as 
stated to me at that time, you were not aware of that fact. 

Mr, Pytx. I am well aware of the problem that was presented from 
a technical standpoint of traffic control. 


OBJECTION TO TRAFFIC PATTERN AT BURKE 





Senator Hotianp. The report does show the objection to the traffic 
pattern at Burke as identified as Technical Development Report No. 
187 of the CAA, marked, “For Limited Distribution,” and dated No- 
vember, 1952; is that correct? 

Mr. Basnicur. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. There are four different paragraphs dwelling on 
the difficulties at Burke, as I read this. The first paragraph is gen- 
eral; the second paragraph is with reference to interference from 
Quantico; the next one is with reference to interference from the 
Dahlgren area ; the next relates to the interference between Burke and 
Washington National. That is the fourth paragraph. 

The proximity of the Burke site to the Washington National Airport would 
tend to restrict the flow of traffic into the latter field by obviating the use of a 
west sector holding fix for feeding traffic into the Washington National Airport. 
This restriction may not be too serious if Burke becomes a principal airport in 
the Washington terminal area, since it is likely that Washington National 
Airport would then lose most of its present commercial practice. 

Could you have made it clearer that it would be impossible to 
operate both of them on a major basis at that time than by that 
paragraph ? 
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Mr. Prize. Mr. Chairman, I think that if it is your wish that we dis- 
cuss the traffic control situation, I would like to have Mr. Thomas, our 
Director of Air Traffic Control, discuss this entire problem. 

Senator Hottanp. This would be as good:a time as any. 


CiviL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF DAVID D. THOMAS, DIRECTOR OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL 


TRAFFIC PATTERNS AT BURKE 


Mr. Tuomas. I am David D, Thomas, Director of the Office of 
Air Traffic Control. There is a conflict between traffic patterns at 
Burke and traffic patterns at Washington National Airport. The 
restricted areas also were mentioned in the technical development re- 
port being discussed. 

The report also recommended a reorientation of the runways which a 
has been done, I have charts which will show the traffic patterns q 
for both Chantilly and Burke, but, in summary, the difference between a 
the two locations in total, Washington and Burke, on the one hand, 
Washington and Chantilly, on the other hand, is about five operations 4 
per hour under instrument-flight-rules conditions. ; 

This deficiency has to do—I do not know if you can see this chart— 
with our traffic patterns. At the present time we have these orange id 
colored race track patterns for the airspace that is required for holding ( 
aircraft while awaiting their instructions to land. 4 

The chart shows Washington National Airport, Andrews Field, and 4 
other airports including Baltimore. At the present time, we have two 
feeder fixes feeding the runways at Washington National Airport for 
instrument landing. These holding areas are 8 miles wide by 19 miles 
in length for conventional piston-driven aircraft. Putting both par- 
allel runways and twin-feeder fixes at Burke reduces Washington 
National to a single-feeder fix. 

Senator Hottanp. Each of these holding areas is a rounded rect- 
angle and somewhat like an ellipse ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir, it is an elliptical racetrack holding pattern. 

On this chart, we have the present arrangement at National Air- 
port, and we would loose the elliptical holding pattern now located 
over Springfield because of the Burke site in that proximity. 

When we move to Chantilly and study the pattern at that site, 
we would also put in the twin-holding stacks for Chantilly. We would 
be able to off-center somewhat the 2 stacks for ee National 
Airport, but 1 would become a reservoir for the primary holding stack 
rather than a more or less independent operation as between the stacks 
at the Chantilly site. We would not get the same capacity at Wash- 
ington National as we would at een but Washington Nationa] 
capacity would be slightly more with the Chantilly site than we would 
get at Washington National with the Burke site. 

Specifically, the complex of Burke and National would give us about 
115 operations per hour. The complex of Chantilly and Washington 
National would give us about 120 operations per hour, so there would 
be a conflict which would amount to something less than 5 percent. 
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CONFLICT OF TRAFFIC PATTERNS WITH FRIENDSHIP . 


Senator Dworsnax. How many are there with Friendship? 

Mr. Tuomas. With Friendship, we would not. be able to reach the 
‘et that we would have here at Burke. __ 

ashington National Airport would remain about the same, and 

the present capacity of Friendship is somewhere around 30 or 40 oper- 

ations per hour, with the present runway and its present orientation. 

If the runways were reoriented and parallel runways were built and 

complete rearrangement of facilities were had, then I would say that 

ossibly the total for the two would be somewhere on the order of 
urke and Washington National combined. 

However, adding this volume of traffic up in the Baltimore area, 
which is directly on the line between New York and Washington, 
would cause serious rerouting difficulties between Washington, New 
York and from that point we would have more delays getting into 
Washington, but the overall operations per hour would probably be 
comparable. 

Adding the three airports, perhaps we could raise this up to about 
200 an hour. 

Senator Dworsuax. There is serious flying patterns between 
Friendship and National; is that correct? 

Mr. Tuomas. Leaving Washington or Friendship, it would require 
quite a bit of rerouting. 

Senator DworsHaxk. What is the conflict in landing patterns be- 
tween National and Friendship? 

Mr. Tuomas. There is no conflict in landing. If Baltimore had a 
traffic stack wp to any appreciable altitude there would be severe re- 
routing to get into Washington at an altitude low enough to land. 

Senator DworsuHak. On planes going from New York and Philadel- 
phia to Washington ? 

Mr. Tromas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. That same situation exists now, does it not? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. What do you mean by this last paragraph in 
your 1951 report which you have before you there ? 

Mr. Tuomas. The last paragraph on page 9? 

Senator Hotianp. On page 2, the second paragraph under the head- 


ing of the introduction to the air pattern. I read it into the record 
earlier. 


OPERATION OF BURKE AND NATIONAL AS MAJOR AIRPORTS 


To my mind, the analysis means that you could not expect to oper- 
ate both Burke and National as major airports, commercially. 

Now, what did you mean by it? 

Mr. Tuomas. I am afraid my explanation was not clear. This 
paragraph meant that the present holding fix now located at Spring- 
field would be lost to Washington National Airport in order to get 
the two holding fixes into the Burke site. To that degree the traffic 
at Washington National would then be reduced to what was then esti- 
mated to be about 35 operations per hour under instrument weather 
conditions. That estimate still looks fairly valid. That is the explana- 
tion I attempted to make earlier. We would lose one holding fix that 
is available to Washington National. 
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Senator Hotxianp. In other words, it was never your intention in 
locating in Burke in those days to have 2 commercial airports operating 
at that time; only 1 would be a major airport and the second one would 
be a minor airport? 

Mr. Tuomas. With parallel runways at the new site properly orient- 
ed and with the proper facilities, Burke woud accommodate much 
more traffic than could ever be accommodated at Washington with its 
single runways and with the boxed-in area to the north, which is a 
prohibited area. 

Senator Hotianp. I am trying to get you to state where you say: 

This restriction may not be too serious if Burke becomes the principal airport 
in the Washington Terminal area since it is likely that Washington National 
Airport would then lose much of its present commercial traffic. 

Mr. Tuomas. This report was written by our technical people in 
Indianapolis. I think it is an assumption that they made, and I per- 
sonally think it was a good assumption that another major airport; 
would attract a large amount of the traffic. 

Senator Hotianp. That was your analysis of the situation, that one 
would be a major and one would be a minor airport? 

Mr. THomas. I do not think I can answer that. 

Senator Hoxtitanp. Your plan shows here that Burke would be 
come a major airport and that National would then “lose much ofits 
commercial traffic.” 


CAPACITY OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Pye. I think Mr. Thomas has already pointed out that it is 
not a question of major or minor airports. It. is the question of the 
capacity of the airport. It is a single runway airport basically, which 
we have at Washington. This will always be the case at Washington. 
We cannot develop a parallel situation at Washington National unless 
we fill in the Potomac River; so, we are stuck with a single-runway 
airport. 

The Burke Airport or such other second site as is developed in north- 
ern Virginia will have a greater capability. To this extent it will 
be used for a greater extent. 

Senator Hotitanp. What do you mean by this significant. paragraph 
because, really, this is the one that has caused me the most trouble in 
tryitig to undersatnd your recommendations. 


EXCERPT FROM ENGINEER'S REPORT 


What we have before us is the technical recommendations of your 
own agency discussing Burke and National as related to each other, 
and I quote from it. This is the third paragraph on page 9: 

Activation of Burke Airport will interfere with the west holding stack pres- 
ently adapted for Washington National Airport and will. probably require that 
the Washington National Airport approach revert to a one-stack operation with 
the primary stack at the outer marker. Simulation tests indicated that this 
change would reduce the acceptance rate of the Washington National Airport 
somewhat and would greatly increase the communications workload of the ap- 
proach control position. 

To me, that sounds like anything but a successful verdict. I would 
like for you to interpret it for the record. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, this deals with precisely the same point, 
The activation of the Burke Airport will interfere with the west hold- 
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ing stack. This is the Springfield stack. It will require us to climi- 
nate it and it will require us to revert to a one-stack operation essen- 
tially. Since that time, with the major difference in studying Chan- 
tilly, Washington still reverts to that—— 

Senator Horzanp. May we complete our consideration of the para- 
graph itself. The latter part of it says that it would reduce the ac- 
ceptance of National. It would reduce the number of planes that 
could come in there; is that correct ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horxanp. And that is still your statement? 

Mr. Txomas. Yes, sir. 


May I add that it would also be reduced at Chantilly. 


Senator Hortanp. Pardon me for interrupting, but I wanted you to 
complete that point. 

It seemed to me you were telling Congress that, in that re if 
both airports function at the same time, Burke and National, that the 
National’s capacity wonld be necessarily lower and would have to oper- 
ate as a one-stack holding operation; and that there would be, there- 
fore, material interference. 


As I understand it now, you are saying that that is exactly what you 
meant; is that correct? 


Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. Our estimate is a reduction of about five 
operations per hour. 
Senator Hotianp. All right, you may proceed. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr, Pye. Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter a formal statement 
for the record. 

Senator Horzanp. It will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


GENERAL STATEMENT BY Mr, JAMES T. PYLE, ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS 


I am James T. Pyle, Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before you in support of an item in H. R. 9131, the 
supplemental appropriation bill, 1958, which provides $12.5 million to begin 
construction of a supplementary airport for the Washington area. 

As the committee is well aware, the Civil Aeronautics Administration has 
for some time supported the plan to provide an additional airport in the vicinity 
of the District of Columbia, After extensively studying all feasible means of 
providing an airport, including the use of airports utilized by the military, we 
are led to the conclusion that an additional airport located west of Washington 
National is necessary. Inasmuch as mid-1960 is the earliest that a second air- 
port in the vicinity of Washington can be constructed, any significant growth in 
Washington area traffie will need be handled by Friendship. Based on our fore- 
easts, the Washington and Baltimore areas combined will require more airport 
capacity than the combined total capacity of Friendship and Washington Na- 
tional by the close of 1960. 

The accepted measure of capacity for a single runway airport is 40 instru- 
ment-flight-rule operations per hour, and while Washington National is handling 
more than this volume, it is with some material inconvenience to the users and 
considerable strain on the air traffic control system. By 1960, the Washington 
area will have requirements for between 74 and 89 operations per typical busy 
hour, and by 1965, this volume will grow to reach between 109 and 130 opera- 
tions. Thus, the Washington area alone has.a volume of activity that will reach 
the capacity of Washington National and Friendship combined by 1960, even if 
the excess of Washington air traffic could and would use the Friendship location. 
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It is therefore quite clear that the volume of air traffic activity of the Wash- 
ington and Baltimore areas will exceed the capacity of Washington National 
and Friendship Airports in the near future. While temporary relief is obtainable 
through diversion of air traflie to Friendship, it offers no permanent solution, and 
the construction of an additional airport for Washington is necessary. In other 
words, considering Baltimore-Washington as one area, the construction of a 
third airport need be started immediately if the airport facilities required to serve 
the Nation’s Capital are to be available by 1960. 

The CAA has no authority to direct the movement of air operations to any 
other site in order to relieve the overcrowding of Washington National other than 
limiting air movements to our capacity. The institution of more service at Balti- 
more will be dependent upon the willingness of the airlines to schedule additional 
flights; this in turn is dependent upon the willingness of passengers, from the 
Washington area to use Friendship. We will, however, continue to support in- 
creased service at the Friendship location. . 

Within the past year, CAA has reviewed all feasible sites. Taking account 
of all significant factors, including economy and convenience as far as the travel- 
ing public is concerned; the impact on the community. in which the airport will 
be placed ; efficiency of operations in terms of safe and efficient air traffic patterns, 
and cost of construction, I am convinced that Burke is the best location. The 
appropriation item before this committee will provide the funds required in 1958 
to complete acquisition of land, prepare engineering plans and specifications, and 
begin site preparation. Prompt initiation of work on this project will be the first 
step toward a usable airport in the summer of 1960, costing $35 million, with 
work on the initial development continuing into 1961. 

As proposed, the ultimate development of the Burke, site would require $48.8 
million, excluding hangars. The proposed development (i. e., the $35 million 
initial development) takes account of community interest by providing Doolittle 
clear zones and other features which will reduce the noise irritant factor to a 
minimum and maintain maximum safety for nearby residents. 

The rapid increase in air traffic in the Washington area during the past few 
years and the projected increase during the next several years, together with the 
lack of an airport capable of efficiently handling commercial jet transports; 
demonstrate to us the need for action now to assure adequate airport facilities. 

Since we appeared before the committee last year, we have continued to study 
the question of need and the best location for an additional airport facility. In 
the interim period the only material new factors that have been developed are the 
increase in air traffic above our prior forecasts and reaffirmation of our earlier 
conclusion that Burke is the preferred site, 


VOLUME OF TRAFFIC AT WASHINGTON NATIONAL 


Mr. Pytez. I would like to go over a few facts here for the record, 
I do not believe we need to g° into much detail about the volume of 
traffic at Washington National Airport. 

Basically, we anticipate that by 1960 we will have a requirement 
from a planning factor of somewhere between 74 and 89 aircraft 
operations per hour. 

At Washington National, this can only accommodate 35 to 40 in its 
present configuration. As a result, we must quite obviously have an- 
other airport to meet the requirements to serve the Nation’s Capital. 
It is our feeling that the Friendship Airport offers certainly a* good 
interim solution so that we can immediately start transferring some 
operations up there, because we are now at the point of saturation 
here. We all recognize this. 

Senator Hotianp. May I intervene there? As I recall, the Secre- 
tary of Commerce recommended just a little over a year ago both to 
you and the CAB what course of action should be taken, but no action 
has been taken by either agency, as I understand it, up to now. 

The CAB has furnished me with very voluminous statements show- 
ing what I would call prehearing, prehearings, and then prehearings, 
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and. has advised me that it would be April of next year before they 
can bring this year-and-a-half-old exercise to conclusion. 
- What has the CAA done that is comparable to that? 

Mr. Pyte. As I think I have tried to explain before, we are not in 
a position legally to do anything under my responsibilities as set 
forth by the Congress in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, so I can 
take no positive steps in this direction. 

Senator Horitanp. You can take positive steps when there is an 
unsafe operation ; can you not ? 

Mr. Pytz. That is correct. 

Senator Horzanp. You have not felt there was an unsafe operatien 
even in bad weather ? 
Mr. Pye. We would not permit it to be unsafe. 


COMPLETION OF ADDITIONAL TURNOFFS 


Senator Hotianp. IT noted the other day in the newspaper where 
you had just completed some additional turnoffs, which at least the 
CAA stated as announcing would allow National to handle 10-percent 
more landings; is that correct ? 

Mr. Pytx. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. Where do you take care of that 10 percent extra 
in the airspace, if the airspace is already fully occupied ? 

Mr. Pyte. It is actually the number of runway acceptances. What 
we are talking about is that we can get 10 percent more planes down. 
This does not increase the capability of the airport to handle bad- 
weather traffic, and we are fully cognizant of this. 

One thing that we are interested in is getting those planes off just as 
fast as we can to permit others to come in. 

Senator Hotianp. I certainly do not blame you and I commend you 
for wanting to have all the speed that it is possible to have in vour 
operation there, and T think that wherever else an operation takes 
place, whether it is at Friendship or some other new field, that the em- 
phasis will always be placed on operating as many planes as possible 
into the close-by airfields. 

But the thing that was difficult for me to understand was how vou 
explain the need for these added turnoffs which step up your landing 
10 percent. when the complaint is that the airspace is congested already. 
not past the point of safety but nevertheless congested. 

Mr. Pytz. This is a correct statement. Perhaps I would ask Mr. 
Thomas again to back me up. However, the point is that we can 
handle more airplanes, to this extent, and we get them out of the air 
faster and this relieves some of the pressure up in the air; but it is not 
on the magnitude of 10-percent increase. We are hopeful that. with 
these new high speed turnoffs, particularly in good weather days, that 
we can give the passengers better service by landing and taking off 
more quickly. 

Senator Hotitanp. Then CAA has done nothing yet to transfer op- 
erations to Friendship because you have not felt that there is any dan- 
gerous operation at National; is that correct? It is hard for me to 
understand the two things at the same time, that there is such grave 
congestion and yet it is not enough to endanger anybody. 

Mr. Pytr. We do not let it get unsafe. By radar, by procedures 
and techniques, we keep these airplanes well separated. The thing that 
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we are really talking about is not a factor of unsafety or lack of safety. 
We are talking about the inconvenience to the traveling public and 
the delays that are occasioned by the inability to handle all of the 
airplanes. ; 

Our only recourse is to keep on delaying the airplanes. If the 
passengers are willing to buy this, we have no solution. The delays 
may beeome 1 to 2 to 3 hours. I cannot discharge my responsibility 


and order airplanes to land somewhere else unless the airport is closed 
because of weather. 


ORDER FOR TEMPORARY USE OF FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Hotianp. You ordered them to use Friendship for a brief 
time a few weeks ago when one of the landing strips was being re- 
paired, did you not ? , 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir, and it worked out very satisfactorily. 

Senator Honianp. What is the difference between your ability to 
order them over to Friendship under that condition and your inability 
to order them to Friendship when it is simply a matter of having to 
wait 2 or 3 hours before they could come in. 

Mr. Pyze. I would be going beyond my authority. ‘Stacking is not 
an unsafe condition. It is a recognized procedure. When the landing 
area is being worked on, then it “becomes unsafe, and I have to ‘carry 
out my responsibility by diverting the aircraft. 


INCREASE IN COMMUNICATIONS WORKLOAD 


Senator Horxianp. I notice in this last statement that I quoted from 
a while ago that the report of your engineers said that the change— 
that: is, having Burke along with National—and I quote again— 


would greatly increase the communications workload of the approach-control 
position. 


Just what does that mean ? 

Mr. Pyie. May Task Mr. Thomas to respond to this? 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, this gets a little bit technical, but the 
controller exercises his functions through direct communications with 
the pilot.. By making studies on simulation tests of 1-stack operation 
versus. a 2-stack operation, the number of additional contacts that 
were made, communications back and forth, measurement showed 
that there was actually more communications workload in point of 


time and energy per aircraft landing under this condition than under 
the other. 


TOTAL STACKS OPERATED AT NATIONAL 


Senator Hottanp. How many stacks do you operate at the Na- 
tional now ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. For a given wind condition, two stacks, such as the 
one at the Andrews Range and the one at Springfield. 

Senator Hotianp. In Springfield, one would have to be done away 
with if Burke were selected, so it would take away half of your stack- 
ing capacity, would it not? 

Mr. Tuomas. Y es, Sir. 


Senator HoLttanp. Would that mean in the event of bad weather it 
would reduce by half your ability to hold stacked planes? 
92207 —57—— 26 
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Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. 

Senator Hotnanp. What does it mean ? 

Mr. Tuomas. It would reduce our operation from a normal going 
operation of around 40 per hour to about 35 per hour to do so. 

Actually, we are running far in excess of 40 operations at National 
when everything is operating properly. 

Senator Ture. Do you mean you can run that many to the hour 
when you have proper weather conditions? 

Mr. Tuomas. No; I am speaking of limited visibility or poor weather 
conditions. Under good conditions, we frequently exceed 80 opera- 
tions per hour. 

Senator Tuyz. I was not here at the opening of your statement, but 
T did want to make certain that I understood what you had reference 
to, whether it was a closed-in ceiling or an open ceiling that you are 
referring to. 

Mr. THomas, No, sir; I am speaking of the poor weather operations. 

Senator Hoitianp. I want to ask you one more question. 


INTERFERENCE WITH NATIONAL AIRPORT 






In your opinion, since Burke’s construction would reduce National 
to a one-stack operation, would reduce what you call the acceptance 
capacity or the acceptance rate at the National, do you not think that 
the part of wisdom, when we are talking about buil ing a new airport, 
is to put it somewhere where it would not interfere with National, and 
it would not cut the acceptance rate? 

Mr. Tuomas. I certainly agree with you, but we have found no site 
that we have studied that will not have this effect. We have had to 
consider the air traffic as a whole, the access to the Washington area, 
egress from it, holding patterns, arrivals, and departures, and we have 
found no location that will have this effect. 

The Chantilly site has this effect, and the Andrews site has this 
effect and, as far as I know, they all do. 


COMPLICATIONS BY MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 













Senator Horxanp. Is it not true that a very large number of mili- 
tary installations here complicate your picture worse than anything 
else—Andrews Field, Bolling Field, Anacostia, Quantico, Belvoir, 
and the closed area at Dahlgren? Do not those six things altogether 
complicate fearfully your flying-space problem here? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; they do. 


LIST OF NEAR MISSES 


Senator Horzanp. Is it not true that the list of near misses, near 
erashes in the air that was published by your department just a few 
weeks ago showed that a sizable majority of those near misses resulted 
from near crashes with military aircraft? 

Mr. TxHomas. Mr. Chairman, I think you are referring to a study 
made by the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Senator Hornanp. You are familiar with it, are you not ? 
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Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; I am familiar with it, and I believe approxi- 
mately one-half of the reports involve military aircraft. I am not 
sure whether the military did more reporting or less reporting. I 
think roughly 50 percent involved the military aircraft as one or both 
of the aircraft. 


Senator Hotianp. Is there any contest about the contents of this list. 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. I am going to ask that it be placed in the record. 
It is my recollection that the military aircraft took about 60 percent. 

Mr. Tuomas. I believe it was 35 versus 66 total. 

Senator HoLianp. 35 out of 66. 

Mr. THomas. That would be the total aircraft involved. 

(The list referred to follows :) 
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CAA AUTHORITY OVER MILITARY AVIATION 


Senator Dworsuakx. Does CAA have any authority over the military 
aviation pattern in this area / 

Mr. Prue. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you get full cooperation from them / 

Mr. Pytez. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Then, how could that prevail / 

Mr. Pyuz. This is a problem that becomes very complex, Senator 
Dworshak, from this standpoint : What is a near miss? 

We do not even have this defined. In some cases, these near misses 
are in excess of a mile, so I think we have to take it in two contexts. 
Cooperation from the military, in most instances, is good. 

I completely concur with the point that Senator Holland made that 
we do have a problem in this area, and the military is part of the prob- 
lem but it is our job to take care of it and we are doing the best job we 
can. We are planning with the military to phase out some of these 
operations and move them from the area. 


TRANSFER OF MILITARY TRAFFIC 


Senator Dworsnak. Has any of their traffic been transferred else- 
where / 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. How much percentagewise / 

Mr. Pye. It amounted to approximately 3 percent at Washington 
National. I am speaking only of Washington National. All but one 
schedule, which I think is three flights a w reek, has been removed from 
Washington National to Andrews. 

A lot of the other operations are being moved out. I think it will 
be only a relatively short time before Bolling is phased out. This re- 
quires certain budgetary provisions being made which must, of course, 
have to be passed by the appropriate committees of Congress before 
they can move out. 

Senator Dworsuax. There is full awareness on the part of the mili- 
tary aviation authority that this problem does constitute a real hazard 
at this time? 

Mr. Pye. Yes, sir. Not only to their own operations but to the 
civil operations. We are working closely with them and we are get- 
ting complete cooperation. 


REDUCTION OF MATS AT NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. The subcommittee, backed up by the chairman of 
the committee, Senator Hayden, in making very urgent requests for 
the reduction and elimination of the flying MATS at National Airport, 
and the last report made at the hearing was that the last of it would 
be moved out about July. Is that not the date you get? Now we are 
past July and they are still flying. 

Mr. Pyxe. The report states, if I might read, Mr. Chairman— 

In connection with our conversation relative to the phase planning for trans- 
ferring MATS scheduled flight operations to Andrews Air Force Base, we find 
that the movement of the MATS flight to Andrews or elsewhere has been com- 


pleted with the exception of one remaining schedule which amounts to approxi- 
mately 156 operations per year. 
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Senator Hottanp. This was substantially the same as the testimony 
last winter, and, as I recall it then, July was the date when that opera- 
tion was to be moved. 

Mr. Prt. No, sir; it is November as stated in this letter. 

Mr. Burton indicates he can give you an answer on this. 

Senator Hotianp. The testimony on page 6 of the printed record 
said that the balance of the MATS operation consisting of 156 addi- 
tional flights per year is expected to be transferred away from Na- 
tional to Andrews by July 1, 1957. 

Now, we are told in this letter that the same 156 are to be trans- 
ferred out by November of this year. I do not think that you or 
Mr. Rothschild, either one is responsible for the delay there, but I do 
want to point out that the operations are being slowed down as com- 
pared to what we heard in testimony last spring. 


REMOVAL OF BOLLING FIELD 


With reference to the moving of Bolling Field, we also had testi- 
mony on that last spring. 

What progress is being made on the removal of Bolling Field? 

Mr. Prix. I would ask Mr. Burton, my assistant, to give you the 
information. 

Mr. Burton. With reference to your first question concerning the 
removal of that last schedule from National, that information we pro- 
vided is, of course, what the Air Force was able to tell us. That last 
schedule is a problem for them. It involves a foreign flight and it 
does require additional facilities for customs and other servicing of 
foreign-type flights. 

They have the problem of either building or securing the proper 
facilities at Andrews Field to provide for this flight, and that is why 
they are held up, and they did tell us that they thought that they 
would have it moved by November. 

Tn reference to Bolling Field, the Air Force again advises that they 
plan to phase out at Bolling Field with a target date of being phased 
out at Bolling at approximately 1961. 

Senator Hotianp. Is that the same information that you gave us 
last spring at the hearings? 

Mr. Burton. That is very similar. At the hearings last spring, 
we testified that there were two phases here. The first phase would 
be what they could do immediately, the second would require funds 
and construction; and we are at the point of the second phase and the 
Air Force would have to secure the necessary funds and do the con- 
struction that will house the various activities that they have at Bol- 
ling Field and remaining at Washington National before they can 
move out. 

Senator Hotianp. The statement in the testimony taken last spring 
is found on page 23 of the printed record supplied by Mr. Burton. 

Mr. Burron. I am Mr. Burton. 

Senator Hotianp. I quote: 

We further indicated that Brig. Gen. R. E. Koon indicated that this would 


most likely be a matter discussed in connection with the Air Force fiscal year 
1958 budget request. 


Was it handled in this year’s budget? 
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Mr. Burron. To my knowledge it was not. To my knowledge the 
statement you are reading is a quotation that General Koon made 
before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. We 
have been working with the Air Force Headquarters on this problem 
and we feel that they are making a very sincere effort to get the funds 
and get moved, but I do not know that it is in 1958. 

I was told that it probably would be 1959 before they could get the 
funds necessary to build hangars and other facilities. 

Senator Hottanp. To come back to MATS, the last information we 
had, Mr. Administrator, was that MATS had made available a small 
tract at National, from 2 or 3 acres, which had been turned over for 
the general use of the airport. Has any other area been made avail- 
able since that time ? 

Mr. Burton. No other area has been made available. However, 
the use of that area has been expanded. There are additional parking 
facilities and there will be additional parking facilities by October 1 
for use by the people who are working there at the airport. This 
will make it possible for 400 additional] parking spaces to be activated 
out at National. 

Mr. Pyze. I personally asked Mr. Burton to follow this problem 
closely because we are completely in accord with the wishes of the 
committee that this be done, but we do run into the unfortunate 
ten of money and the inability of the military to provide the 

acilities into which they can move. 

This is the thing that, unfortunately, does slow it down; but, to use 
the vernacular, we needle them all the time and I am in complete 
accord with the sentiment of the committee on this point. 







JOINT DESIGNATION OF FRIENDSHIP WITH NATIONAL 
Senator Hotianp. To get back to Friendship, is anyone here from 
CAB who can testify as to the slowness of their operation for joint 
designation of Friendship with National as an airport to serve this 
combined metropolitan area? 

Mr. Pye. I am not aware of anybody being here from the Board. 

Senator Hotzanp. For the record, I want to say that the delay of 
the operation began in July of last year or prior thereto, more than a 
roa old, under which they now tell me it would be April of next year 

efore they can bring it to a head and get action on that joint designa- 
tion, is incomprehensible to me. 
f any urgency is shown in such a hearing as that, I do not know the 
meaning of the word, then. 

I note a clipping from the local morning newspaper shows that Mr. 
Durfee, Chairman of the Board, testified the day before this printing, 
which was August 9, and said that Mr. Durfee cannot make a deci- 
sion before next June. It has grown 2 months older the last I heard, 
and that matter began last July. Since no one is here from the CAB, 
we will pass up that point at this time. 




















APPROVAL OF USE OF FRIENDSHIP 


Mr. Pytx. Not to interrupt you, but may I point out that I am com- 
pletely sold on the need for the use of Friendship just as soon as we can 
in order to relieve the problem that we are faced with in handling this 
traffic, which I agree is saturated. 
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Senator Hotitanp. Everybody approves the use of Friendship but 
nobody wants to use it until after the Congress has appropriated money 
and committed the Government to spend about $50 million to $60 
million in building an airport out at Burke. Likewise, everybody ap- 
proves the setting up of an airport authority by the State of Virginia, 
if, in its own judgment, it sees fit to do so; but the matter is of such 
urgency that they want us to go ahead and build the airport and then 
ask the State of Virginia in its own wisdom to pay back a part of it 
in order to take on the operation of it. Such positions as those two, 
I think, are wholly unfair to the interests of the Nation as a whole 
and certainly to the Congress which has done its best to work this 
problem out in a more expeditious manner. 

Senator Rosertson. In that connection, I was gratified that the wit- 
nesses have said that they have not completely abandoned Virginia 
sites, if we can find exactly where Chantilly is located. 


PURCHASE OF LAND IN BURKE AREA 


It is not true in 1951 as the CAA statement had estimated that 4,520 
acres in the Burke area could be purchased for $904,000, but that you 
bought 1,052 acres that cost you $907,000. 

Mr. Pyue. Senator, I think this is one of the points that you brought 
out this morning. I would like to comment and then I will again ask 
Mr. Howell to comment if I have not covered the point sufficiently. 

Our effort was to buy, once the Congress tea appropriated the 
money, the developed parcels of land so there would be the least im- 
pact and disturbance to the community by buying up the property, 
working it out with the owners and leaving the undeveloped parcels to 
be acquired at a later date. 


FILING OF CONDEMNATION SUIT 


Senator Hottanp. Did you not file your condemnation suit against 
the developed as well as the undeveoped, and then find it only possible 
to pay off a small portion with the money that you had available? 

Mr. Howe tt. That is correct. 

Senator Rosertson. In 1951, the 4,520 acres would have cost in ex- 
cess of $4 million, and now they submit to Congress, just now, an esti- 
mate that you can get the 5,440 acres at Burke for $2,245,850 when land 
values there have doubled and tripled. 

Now, how can you explain those discrepancies as to what this project 
is going to cost? What you actually had to pay was twice as much as 
your 1951 estimate. Now your estimate is cut one-half in 1957-58 
when everybody knows that the land values have greatly increased. 

Now, how do you explain that? 

Mr. Pyte. I think the answer is this: the estimates and appraisals of 
land were given us by the Land Division of the Department of Justice, 
and their estimates have been correct within 5 percent. It is now our 
estimate, and I am not trying to pass the buck to anyone else; but 
the point is their estimates worked out to within, say, 5 percent. May- 
be their estimates are wrong. 


COST PER ACRE OF BURKE LAND 


Senator Roserrson. But let us see if the estimates are right or 
wrong. Your present estimate is that you can buy land in the Burke 
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area for $200 an acre, and the land right where you are aiming to buy 
it has already been selling for $500 or $600 and as high as $730 on a 
smali unimproved tract. 

What dependability can we put in your land agency when an esti- 
mate of what you can buy this site for is so at variance to what we 
know to be the facts, and numerous witnesses are going to take the 
stand to testify on those facts. 

Mr. Pyrex. I will ask Mr. Howell to comment on that. 

Mr. Howe rt. In the initial stage, the estimate for the cost of land 
at Burke was based on the best information we could then get, and we 
did estimate that approximately $900,000 would buy the entire site. 

A condemnation suit on that basis was filed, after which a board of 
five appraisers was appointed. Those appraisers came in with figures 
that were higher than the estimates we had been able to secure prior 
to such appraisals. With funds at hand, we bought 62 parcels of land 
which constituted principally the owner-occupied land which was 
wholly within the confines of the site. 


TOTAL ACREAGE 





INVOLVED 


Senator Ture. Will you state the number of acres involved, please? 
Mr. Howe x. Sixty-two parcels of land and 1,052 acres. 

Senator Ture. That constitutes what percent? What percentage 
did that constitute of the total acres that you have in mind? 

Mr. Howeti. Approximately 25 percent of the site itself. 

Senator Rozertson. If he bought about 25 percent and now he is 
going buy 5,040 acres for what the original 4,500 was going to cost 
back there in 1951, then 5,000 acres will cost more than the estimate 
of the 4,000 acres. Just how can you figure that out ? 

Mr. Howe... That is based on the actual report of the appraisers. 
It issummarized on this sheet here. 

Senator Ronertson. How about the actual sale on the border of this 
5,000 acres of half an acre at $1,600? 

Would that have any effect on your estimate of what you are going 
to have to pay if the Congress authorized you to go in there? You 
may find it necessary to get the land. 

Senator Tuyr. I am afraid that I sort of interrupted his testimony 
and 





ACQUISITION OF EASEMENT 


Senator Hotianp. I believe that the witness was about to state that 
in addition to the acreage to be bought, an easement must be acquired 
on some 2,000 acres or more. 

Will you complete your statement, please ? 

Mr. Howeix. May I continue on the basic site itself? We are bas- 
ing our estimates on the original appraisal, with a factor in there 
for some appreciation in land values. 

As in the initial acquisition, the final price is going to be established 
by the court. We have no desire but to pay a fair price for the land. 
This is the best information available to us at the moment on the cost 
of that land. 

In addition to that, we have some 2,000 acres over which we will 
acquire easements or some sort of control, preferably less than title, 
so that we will own in fee half a mile beyond the end of each runway, 
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and own through an easement or some agreement at least a mile and 
a half beyond the end of each runway, making this probably the best 


protected airport in the country. 


COSTS TO CLEAR LAND 


Senater Roperrson. I would like for them to comment on this situa- 
tion, because there is going to be testimony presented. They are esti- 
mating that they can “buy ‘this land at $200 an acre, and we are going 
to put on witnesses who will testify that they cannot clear it for less 
than $3"'0 after they bought it. What do you think it is going to cost 
you to clear the land ‘ 

Mr. Hower. We have an estimate of some $405,000 to clear the 
land. 

Sena’ov Rogerrson. How much is that an acre? 

Mr. liowetL. About half the site would be cleared, sir. The re- 
mainder would be allowed to remain in timber to screen off the airport 
noise from the surrounding area. 

Senator Hoiuanp. That w ould amount to about $60 an acre for the 
part th:.t was cleared. 

Mr. ITowen.. We have $405,000 for clearing approximately 2,000 
acres, 01 about $200 per acre. 

Senator Ropertson. We will put on witnesses to show that in this 
area it is a physical impossibility to take the trees down and take the 
roots out and clear it for grading for anything approaching $60 an 
acre. 

Senator HoLtuanp. With reference to the site situation, I think we 
have gone into it pretty fully. Is there any additional statement, Mr. 
Pyle, or Mr. Howell, or Mr. Burton, that you care to put in here about 
the site ? 

Mr. Pyte. I would like to complete the statement. 

Senator Hottanp. My understanding was that you brought con- 
demnation suit against the full 4,000 acres with about a million dollars 
to buy it and then, when you come down to pay off, you could not 
buy anything, but this 1,000 acres or a little more and you had to then 
persuade the people to agree to take the land back, in effect, without 
concluding the condemnation, agreed to a discharge of condemnation 
suit: is that about correct ? 


CONDEMNATION PROCEDURE 


Mr. Howet.. We filed condemnation against the entire site. I 
would ask Mr. White to correct me. That does not vest title into the 
Government. 

Then we filed a declaration of taking against 1,052 acres after we 
had appraisals from the board of 5 appraisers who were appointed 
by the Justice Department. They handled the entire transaction. 

Within funds available, we were able to file a declaration of taking 
against the 62 parcels of land which we have made final settlement on. 

Senator Horianp. Then, the fact of the matter is that the land 
proved to cost about four times as much per acre as you had figured 
when you began the condemnation, and when you testified before the 
committee in 1951; is that correct ? 
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Mr. Howett. No, sir. What we bought was the bulk of the im- 
proved land. Of what remains to be acquired, there is some improved 
land where we will take only part of it. There is, however, a vast area 
of unimproved land out there on which there are no farmsteads or any 
substantial development at all. 4 

Senator Hottanp. You have practically a new schoolhouse which 
is practically on the line of the airport which will probably have to. 
be purchased or reimbursed for; do you not? 

Mr. Howe t. It was not included in the original condemnation, but 
we were requested informally by the Fairfax County School Board 
to include it, and we informally agreed to include it. 


HOUSES BUILT IN TRACT 


Senator Hoxiitanp. There have been a considerable number of 
houses built in the tract since the dismissal of your earlier suit? 

Mr. Hower.. To our best knowledge since 1951 there have been 6 
houses built within the confines of the site itself and 11 within the 
confines of the 2,000 acres over which we will acquire easements. 

Senator Hotianp. There will be 17 new houses to be compensated 
for that were not there when you brought your other condemnation 
suit; is that correct ? 

Mr. Howe rn. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you have any idea about the price per acre 
that you will have to pay to condemn or purchase the easements on 
the 2,000 acres not included in the fee-simple acquisition ? 

Mr. Howerit. We have estimated that on the similar basis, $400 


an acre; inasmuch as the court may determine we are taking by ease- 
ment essentially the same as a fee. 

Senator Hotianp. To that you will have to add the cost of the 
11 homes or houses that have been built on that; will you not? 

Mr. Howext. We believe that that, for easement purposes, will be 
adequate. 


RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS NEAR AIRPORTS 


Senator Hotuanp. You do not expect anybody to continue to live 
in those areas when they have the jet planes operate on that, base; 
do you? 

Mr. Howe. Our objective would be to limit the population in 
those areas, although they may want to continue to live there. Histori- 
cally, around most tof our major airports, there is residential develop- 
ment, which is still continuing. 

Senator Horianp. You are not talking about military airports 
where you have jets operating, are you ? 

Mr. Howent.. No, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. How about commercial jets? 

Mr. Howetx. On some civil airports we have military jet aircraft 
operating. 

Senator Hotianp. You do know that in various of the military 
airports, the Air Force has had to purchase homes within the intoler- 
able area from the end of the runways, homes that existed and in 
which people lived very peacefully until the jets came on the scene. 

Mr. Howe. Our objective in this acquisition of either title or 
iand interest for a mile and a half beyond the runways, which we 
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believe, will cover the situation insofar as civil aircraft are concerned. 

Senator Hotitanp. I commend you for wanting to have that large 
a buffer zone. I think that is a good policy, but I do not know if that 
would be enough to take care of the situation, but that is certainly 
a sounder situation than existed before. However, it would be mue 
more expensive to follow. 

I agree with you that you are practically destroying the value for 
jiving purposes, and you will have to pay in effect the full value of the 
land and development to acquire that easement. 

Do you wish to point out something to the committee? 


APPROACH ZONES 


Mr. Hower. This map was shown to the committee in January. 
The dark areas are the areas within the site that are approach zones 
which will be owned. The green areas represent the balance of the mile 
and a half from each runway over which we propose to acquire some 
property interest so that the development can be limited and, prefer- 
ably, the land remain in agricultural use only. 

Senator Hotianp. It was interesting to me:-when you showed us that 
map that there was a short distance between the end of the runway that 
is pointed toward Fairfax, the town of Fairfax, and the town itself 
which stands on a sizable hill. Please point that out to the committee. 

Mr. Howeuu. The town of Fairfax is here [indicating]. The dis- 
tance which we would own or control is a mile and a half from the end 
of the runway at Burke, and the remaining distance from there to Fair- 
fax would be about 2 miles [indicating]. 

Senator Hotianp. It js approximately 2 miles until you got to the 
courthouse and schoolhouse and the main center of town; is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Howe tt. This [indicating] is a mile and a half measured from 
the end of the runway to here; if you doubled that distance it would put 
you half a mile south of Fairfax. 


EFFECT OF JET OPERATION 


Senator Hotnanp. In your judgement, the operation of jets and 
other heavy planes will not be disruptive of private and public busi- 
ness and living conditions at the courthouse, at the high school, the 
churches, at the homes and various places of business at Fairfax under 
those conditions ? 

Mr. Howetu. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Pyxez. I do not mean to interrupt you, but I think it most appro- 
priate that we discuss this noise. 

The question of clarifying the question of noises is an important 
matter. 

Senator Rozertson. You have no problem of clearing at Chantilly. 
You do have a very serious one at Burke. 

Mr. Pyue. I think it might be pertinent to point out that we do not 
intend to clear the whole area for two reasons, one of which is the 
matter of expense. Secondly, this green-shaded area which surrounds 
the whole site is the stand of timber which we want to leave there to 
add another cushion or blanket from the noise. 
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I also would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that the point that you make 
about the military aggravation and nuisance is a most valid one, but we 
should remember that we are here discussing civil-type operations, 
which is quite different from the military. The military have a dif- 
ferent mission. They operate heavily loaded aircraft with afterburners 
which make a terrible deafening noise. 

If it be your wish, I would like to have Mr. Davis comment briefly 
on the statement that we would like to insert in the record about the 
noise problem. 

Senator Roserrson. I would like to have him cover this. We have 
in Virginia a statute which prohibits the disturbance of religious 
worship on Sunday. I am referring to unnecessary noise. You cannot 
even shoot a gun near a church. You cannot make any noise near 
a church. 

Senator Hoxizanp. Is that intolerable interference ¢ 

Senator Ronertson. Let him discuss jet planes taking off just 2 miles 
away, flying over the church in Fairfax all during the morning service, 
How much of the sermon would the people hear? 

Mr. Pyte. If it be your wish, I would like to insert this statement in 
the record; Mr. Davis can summarize it. 





PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hot.tanp. Without objection, the statement will be in- 
serted in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 





























Civit Jer AIRCRAFT NOISE 






It is understandable that the public reaction against jet aircraft noise has 
been considerable, but it is also important to understand that this same public 
has had no opportunity to listen to the noise of the forthcoming civil jet trans- 
ports. There are very basic differences between military jet aircraft noise and the 
noise of the coming jet transports. There are three types of jet noises which 
exist today to which the public has been exposed : 

1. The sonic boom ; 

2. Jet engine afternoise; and 

3. The noise of takeoff when maximum thrust of the turbine engine is used. 

The first two types of noise are exclusively a military phenomenon so that 
the public will only be exposed to the takeoff maximum thrust turbine engine 
noise. Even here, however, there is again a very basic difference between the civil 
transport and the military aircraft for all civil jet transports that have been 
ordered in the United States will be equipped with newly designed noise sup- 
pressors, which mounted on the exhaust of the jet engines are expected to reduce 
the noise of the civil jet transports down to that of present large piston-engined 
aircraft. The contracts between the operators and the manufacturers for these 
aircraft specify noise suppressors that will accomplish a minimum 10 decibel at- 
tenuation doing not more than 114 to 2 percent loss of thrust. Sound. of course. 
is energy, and when you suppress it in this case you lose horsepower or thrust 
See eens affects the performance of the aircraft and its payload-carrying 
capacity. 7 

On warplanes this reduction in performance and payload-carrying capacity 
cannot be accepted, but it is encouraging to note that the operators of the civil 
jet transports are fully aware of the noise problem and the need for public ac- 
ceptance of this mode of transportation, and are thus willing to sacrifice in this 
area of economics. For instance, a 1 percent loss in power means to a jet trans- 
port a 2 percent increase in takeoff distance, a 4 percent decrease in climbing 
performance, and a 5 percent decrease in range. This loss of range can be offset 
by reducing the payload to compensate for the additional fuel needed for extreme 
range. Translated into dollars, for instance, 1 airline has reported that the cost 
of quieting the 30 large jets ordered for their fleet to the 1% or 2 percent noise 
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attenuation would approximate more than $50 million over the operational life 
of this fleet. 

The Boeing Airplane Co. has developed what it considers a successful suppres- Hi 
sor, which has undergone its initial test to the point where four are being manu- | 








factured for installation on the prototype transport to be ready for flight-test 
purposes in November of this year. From these tests we will have the first 
actual inflight noise attenuation statistics available. In addition to the use of 
noise suppressors, the jet transport aircraft have other compensating flight oper- i 
ation features that will help reduce the noise to the community : i 

1. The jet transport travels much faster than the piston-powered aircraft and, | 
therefore, exposes the community to its noise for a shorter period. 

2. Noise of civil jet transports, which do not include the afterburner device of 
most military jet aircraft, is of somewhat higher frequency than the low-fre- 
quency rumbling of piston engines and propellers. The high-frequency noise is i 
absorbed more readily as it travels through the atmosphere by such phenomena 
as trees, turbulent air, and wind currents, and therefore should cover a smaller i 
area of the community than large piston-engine noise. 

3. Because of considerably higher power, the jet transport can climb at steeper 
angles and higher speeds than large piston-engine aircraft and, therefore, will be 
higher above the community and for a shorter period. 

There have been rumors that jet noise will have unusual effects on human 
beings in the community. The acoustical engineering studies that have been 
made prove these rumors erroneous. Jet noise sounds different from piston- 
engine aircraft noise, but it has no effect on the human being different from any 
other noise of the same loudness level, and its worst effect on the members of a 
community can only be in terms of inconvenience and nuisance. On the other 
hand, airline personnel who work close to the engines will require protective ear 
devives hecause of their continued exposure to a high level of noise at close 
proximity. 

Sound values, as you know, are expressed as decibels, which is the unit used 
for expressing the medium of a change in signal level or » change in sound level. 
One decibel is the amount of the pressure of the sound wave which must be 
changed in order for it to he just barely detectable by the average human being. 
As a» example of the intensity of the various sound levels, the following are 
quoted : 

. Ouiet whisrer at 5 feet—18 decihels 
. Inside the average residence—40 decibels 
. Inside the average office—5 decibels 
. Average conversational speech at 3% feet—70 decibels 
Average automohile at 15 feet—70 decibels 
. Noisiest spot at Niagara Falls—92 decibels 
. Subway station express nassing, 102 decibels. 
8. Treday’s nosiest piston-engine transport at takeoff 1,500 feet away, 100 
decihels, 
9. Threshold of painful sound, 130 decibels. 

A recent survev conducted by the University of Chicago indicates that the 
average person will tolerate a noise level of 87 decibels without complaining, 
byt ahove that he heeomes annoyed because it interferes with his normal con- 
vereotional and listening habits. Noise suppressors which will reduce the sound 
level helow this 87-decihel configuration are, therefore, the target for develop- 
ment bv industry. Studies indicate that with the anticipated 10 percent attenu- 
ation by supnressors, jet noise will be reduced to about that of today’s large 
piston-nowered transports. Industry, however, expects to lower this noise level 
even further by advances in technique and eontinued research, and feel certain 
that this will be accomplished. 



































Nauapvn- 


PROBLEM OF NOISE ABATEMENT 









Mr Davts. The problem of abatement of noise on aircraft is a very 
difficult one to solve, becanse when you abate noise, you decreas» the 
performance of the aircraft. That is more serious than it is with the 
propeller-dviven transports. 

Senator Hortianp. Do you think that has anything to do with the 
announcement of the airplane companies the other day that they were 
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postponing the date of the acquisition of commercial jets for a con- 
siderable period of time? Did you see that announcement ? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir; I did not see it. I do not think that has any- 
thing to do with it, because the Boeing Aircraft Corp. has been de- 
veloping a noise suppressor which they feel is satisfactory. They are 
building four of them which will be prepared for flight in November 
of this year. From that flight test, 1 think we will have the first real 
statistics of what the noise suppression is if we use that type of device. 


JET-NOISE SUPPRESSORS AND COST 


Manufacturers and the operators of the aircraft have combined to 
draw up a contract where all of the jet transports will be supplied 
with the jet-noise suppressors. The only stipulation in there is that 
they cannot afford a loss of more than 1 or 2 percent thrust. One 
percent loss of thrust in a jet transport is rather significant in per- 
formance. It will increase the takeoff distance by 2 percent. It de- 
creases the climb performance by 4 percent, and it decreases the range 
performance by 5 percent. 

Senator Hottanp. What about speed ? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir; not speed. 

If we convert that to dollars, 1 operator has estimated that for his 
30-plane fleet of jets, the suppression of noise to 2 percent will cost 
him $50 million throughout the life of the fleet. I think it is very en- 
couraging to know that the operators are willing to take this kind of a 
cost sacrifice because they realize that they have to live with their 
neighbors. 

One other thing that I think you should know about noise is this: 
The jet noise that we are familiar with today is purely the military- 
type aircraft. There are three types of noise that they developed— 
the sonic boom and the noise from the afterburner, and then the noise 
of the maximum takeoff thrust. 

The civilian jets will not have the first two. In addition to that, 
they will have the suppression which will decrease the noise on takeoff 
by about 10 percent. That 10 percent will take the noise down to 
about what it is today in a DC-7 and DC-6. 

Senator Hoxtianp. I thought I saw when Boeing came over to 
Friendship not long ago that test showed 115 decibels; was that 
correct ? 

Mr. Davis. I would guess that would be about right because it did 
not have any noise-abatement suppressors on board. 


NOISE INTOLERABLE TO HUMAN ENDURANCE 


Senator Hoxtianp. 115 decibels is supposed to be intolerable to 
human endurance for any period of time or any degree of close- 
ness; is that correct ? 

Mr. Prue. I believe that is correct. However, as Mr. Davis has 
pointed out, these aircraft will not be delivered to the airlines. They 
have so contracted for them so that unless the noise suppressor is an 
integral part of the aircraft—this will cut it back to 10 or 12 percent. 
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Senator Hotianp. As I understand_it, the most recent development, 
the 1 that was brought here, the Boeing 707 showed 115 to 117 decibels, 
and that that was more than could be tolerated and more than CAA 
would tolerate; is that correct? , 

Mr. Pyuz. That is correct. s 

Senator Hottanp. What is the standard that you will tolerate 4 

Mr. Davis. The public has advised the research people that 87 dec- 
ibels is the point at which they complain. 

Senator Tyr. Is a noise compressor the same as a muffler? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ture. It is something to suppress the noise? 

Mr. Davis. That is right. ; 

Senator Turn. That takes away the efficiency of the power unit? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct. 

Senator Tuyr. I heard the French commercial liner that came over 
here—and I believe that was along about the middle of June, and I 
was just under it when it took off at’ Wold-Chamberlain in Minneap- 
olis. . 

Senator Hotianp. It was not supposed to be as noisy or powerful 
and you had heard. 

Senator Tuyr. It was quite noisy. It had quite a vibration. 

Senator Hottanp. How does that compare from the standpoint of 
speed, range, noise, with the Boeing plane that we have been talking 
about ¢ 

Mr. Davis. The Caravelle is a medium-range aircraft of about 1,500 
miles. It has a twin-engine configuration while the Boeing has four 
engines. 

Senator Hotianp. Is it a much more. powerful and much more ef- 
ficient plane? eee et 
AVERAGE NOISES CONVERTED TO DECIBELS 


Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

If you convert decibels into things that we know today, the quiet 
whisper at 5 feet is 18 decibels. Inside the average home, it is 40 
decibels; inside the average office ‘it is 55 decibels. Conversational 
speech at 3 feet is 70 decibels. The average automobile passing by 
you, if you were walking along the sidewalk, is 70 decibels. Honey- 
mooners at Niagara Falls put up with 92 decibels. 

A subway station in New York with an express passing is 102 de- 
= Today’s modern transport at 1,500 feet at takeoff is 100 de- 
cibels. 

I think we can reduce the decibel level of the transport at first to 
100 decibels. That compares with today’s DC-6 and DC-7. I think 
we can go further than that as the art’ progresses in the development 
of machines and things to suppress sound. , 

Senator Hottanp. What is the degree of noise near the takeoff point 
of one of our more powerful planes today, say the DC-7 or the Con- 
stellation, or some of those large four-motered planes? 

Mr. Davis. The DC—7, if you are 1,500 feet away, reaches 100 deci- 
bels. It reads that far for about 15,000 feet. forward as it climbs up. 
Of course the jet transport climbs higher and faster so it exposes the 
community to a shorter period of noise. I think that is also an ad- 
vantage to remember. 
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Senator Hotianp, It would be of less duration but greater intensity. 
Are there any other questions of Mr. Davis? 

Senator Ture. I have none. 

Mr. Pytz. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to take too much of your 
time. I would like to summarize a few points and then I believe Sen- 
ator Robertson brought up some very valid points this morning. I 
would like to respond to them if that be your wish. 
Senator Hotianp. I thought they were very valid. 







































SUPPORT FOR SELECTION OF BURKE SITE 






Mr. Pyte. I think the problem comes down to this: We have looked 
at this situation. We have done some soul-searching. We have tried 
to be conscientious in the work we have done. We do feel that the 
Burke site certainly is the one in our opinion which merits considera- 
tion as the most acceptable site. 

u am sure many will not agree with us. This is part of Government 
today. 

We point out that from the standpoint of economy and public con- 
venience, it is probably the most acceptable. I am talking now about 
the traveling public that uses the airport. 

Senator Roserrson. Are you talking about the economy of the 
Gaveling public or the economy of the public who pays for the air- 

ort ¢ 
7 Mr. Prix. The traveling public. In other words, the further out 
you go, the more you have to pay to get to and from the airport. 

We have come to the conclusion that we can adequately handle the 
air-traffiic problem at Burke and Washington National. We have 
pointed out and the records show that there are some problems but I 
think it isa perfectly feasible and adequate solution. 

We have to prepare for the coming civil jets which will be in op- 
eration in somewhat over 2 years. We must be ready to accommo- 
date them at the National Capital. 


INTERCHANGE OF PASSENGERS 






I think we also have the further advantage that by the relatively 
close position of Burke and Washington National we could inter- 
change passengers back and forth. This is a very important point 
from ain air-transport standpoint. 

We also, as Mr. Howell has very well pointed out, made every ef- 
fort to protect by easements and other property interests the public 
in the general area. 


SITUATION WITH FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 





_I would like to point out.1 or 2 things that were brought out this 
morning. First was the situation with respect to the Fairfax County 
Board of Supervisors. I would like to enter for the record a copy 
of a.letter which is pretty old, but I thik it adequately describes the 
situation with respect to the relationship between the county board 
of supervisors and the CAA in 1951 when the first decision was made 
to proceed with the Burke site. 
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Senator Hotxianp. Let the whole letter be inserted in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


Hon. Howarp W. Samira, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN SmitTH: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
June 22, 1951, transmitting a copy of a letter received from Helen B. Lyman, 
secretary of the Burke Communities Civil Association, questioning whether in 
fact there was consultation with the board of supervisors of Fairfax County prior 
to choice of the site for the additional Washington airport by the Secretary of 
Commerce. In your letter you requested a statement of the facts concerning any 
such consultation, in order that you may reply to the letter in question. 

On June 6, 1951, as the representative of the Secretary of Commerce, I con- 
tacted the chairman of the board of supervisors of Fairfax County, Mr. G. Wal- 
lace Carper, and advised him that we would like to discuss with his board some 
of the problems involved in selecting a site for the new airport. At his ‘invitation, 
we met that day with the board of supervisors at an informal luncheon meeting. 
At this luncheon meeting, we did not discuss in detail the possible airport sites in 
Fairfax County. However, I informed the board of supervisors of the work 
being done, the reason for our visit, calling particular attention to that provi- 
sion of Public Law 762, 81st Congress, which requires consultation with the gov- 
erning body of the county in which the airport was to be located prior to choice 
of site, and explained to the board of supervisors that we were prepared to dis- 
cuss with them at their convenience all of the possible airport sites within Fair- 
fax County. I advised them that we were particularly interested in their views 
as to the suitability of the several possible airport sites, and the possible impact 
on the vicinity of these sites. I pointed out to the board of supervisors the ex- 
treme desirability of keeping the discussions of possible airport sites as confiden- 
tial as possible in order to prevent land speculation in the areas involved, which 
the board of supervisors assured me they were as anxious to prevent as was the 
Department of Commerce. 

As a result of these discussions on June 6, 1951, it was agreed that the entire 
board would meet with me and members of my staff in the conference room of 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, located in T—-4 Building, 17th and Constitu- 
tion Avenue, at 8 p. m. on June 11, 1951. This date was set by the board of 
supervisors as the earliest possible date on which they could all be present for 
the purpose of participating in full discussion. 

Accordingly, on June 11, 1951, the entire board of supervisors met with me 
and 2 members of my staff in the conference room in T-4. At this meeting 
we outlined to the board of supervisors the several possible airport sites within 
Fairfax County. This was done by means of three copies of a large map of 
Fairfax County on which had been traced red circles indicating the area in 
which our engineering studies had disclosed that it was feasible from an 
aeronautical and engineering point of view to locate an airport of the size and 
type necessary to serve the Washington metropolitan area. While exact bound- 
aries of the airport did not appear, the circles indicated the possible airport 
sites with a considerable degree of exactness, and possible runway configura- 
tion on the sites in question was indicated in the course of discussion of each 
individual site. In addition, we supplied the board of supervisors information 
as to the method and manner in which access roads would be constructed into 
the several sites in question. The airport sites shown were Annandale, Fairfax, 
Burke, Pender, Herndon, and Chantilly. One of the maps used at this meeting is 
attached for your information. 

This meeting with the board of supervisors lasted from 8 p. m. until approxi- 
mately 10:30 p.m. During that time, there was a complete discussion by the 
individual members of the board of supervisors of each of the sites under con- 
sideration. The advantages and disadvantages were thoroughly explored, and 
very valuable information was obtained. For instance, the board of supervisors 
advised us that the Fairfax site would be undesirable because it would create 
additional congestion in and around the community of Fairfax and overload the 
public utilities of that community, particularly water and sewer facilities. Sim- 
ilar objections were raised by the board of supervisors with respect to the loca- 
tion of the airport at the Herndon and Pender sites. The board of supervisors 
also felt that the selection of the Annandale site would have a very unfortunate 
effect on the community due to the considerable development that had occurred 
in that area within the last 2 years. Of all the sites under consideration, the 


June 27, 1951. 
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general consensus of the board of supervisors was that the Burke and Chantilly 
sites offered the least disadvantages to the county, and in general, might possibiy 
henefit the county by bringing development into what is now a generally unde- 
veloped area within the county. Toward the close of this informal discussion, 
it was emphasized that this could not be considered an official meeting of the 
board of supervisors due to the fact that it did not.take place at the official meet- 
ing place of the board and was outside of the county of Fairfax. I advised them 
that I understood this and would be happy to meet with them in the courthouse 
at Fairfax on the following evening, review the data, and consider such meeting 
to be the official meeting. I also pointed out that this procedure had the addi- 
tional advantage of giving the board of supervisors more time to consider the 
problem. 

On June 12, 1951, I and two other members of my staff met with the board 
of supervisors of Fairfax County in the Courthouse Building, Fairfax County. 
This meeting began at 8 p. m. and concluded at approximately 9 p.m. There 
was a general summarization of the results of the informal discussion on the 
preceding evening and additional discussion of specific sites. I advised the 
board of supervisors that I intended to convey to the Secretary of Commerce 
the general information that the Burke and Chantilly sites appeared to offer the 
least disadvantages to the county and the greatest potential of possible bene- 
ficial effect. It was generally agreed that this was a fair statement of the advice 
they had given us. I concluded by specifically pointing out that I understood 
that they did not wish to recommend a particular site but would only advise us 
as to the general disadvantages and advantages to be realized from the selec- 
tion of any of the six sites involved. Formal entry of the meeting was made 
in the minutes of the board of supervisors of Fairfax County, and the meeting 
concluded. 

I personally advised the Secretary of Commerce of the results of each meeting 
with the members of the board of supervisors, and with knowledge of these 
views, he made final site selection on June 13, 1951. 

In view of the facts which I have set forth above, I am sure you will agree 
that there had been full compliance with that proviso clause of the law requiring 
consultation with the board of supervisors. In this connection, I have expressed 
to the board of supervisors my sincere appreciation of their excellent coopera- 
tion in making freely available to me their best thoughts on this very difficult 
problem. 

In considering the general problem of selecting a site for an airport which 
was touched on briefly by the Secretary of Commerce in the letter to you of 
June 13, 1951, I believe there are some additional factors of which you would 
like to be advised. In recommending the Burke site for the new airport, it was 
our opinion, after extensive study, that it was the site which offered the greatest 
advantages at the least cost. For instance, from an aeronautical point of view, 
the approaches by aircraft to this site are almost completely unrestricted, allow- 
ing at practically all times maximum utilization of the airport, without any 
adverse effect upon any existing airport. This condition does not exist at the 
Annandale site, nor in any of the possible sites considered in the State of Mary- 
land. It is, however, equally true of the possible sites at Fairfax, Chantilly, 
Pender, and Herndon. 

From a cost point of view, the Burke site compares very favorably with any 
of the other sites considered. For instance, the earthwork quanties involved 
on the sites considered are as follows: 

Cubic yards 
IG aa cesescxte-tntcn->-onsacrai eons niabagiieciasiiaa agate eaaipiamicobciien oy ty caltaa a cmataibia waaiaeis 19, 854, 000 
WemGiee fiber oor a 2 is nbn eS cask te bareapen eta bay Lenin <iacd chapane ings 16, 121, 000 
Chantilly 5, 504, 000 
Bewkecoot saiino. vowsith aii wp Agee Saag tek Ree bps town bn ial ee 17, 749, 000 
Fairfax_____. 17, 510, 000 
Herndon 8, 638, 000 


Thus. while there will be considerably more earthwork involved at Burke than 
at Chantilly or Herndon, the Burke site is roughly equivalent to any of the other 
sites chosen. However, in comparing the Burke and the Chantilly and Herndon 
sites, these figures may give a false impression of the cost of earth removal, 
unless it is borne in mind that the bedrock strata at Burke is generally deeper 
than 15 feet, while the bedrock at Herndon and Chantillv is relatively shallow, 
being between 3 and 6 feet underneath the surface. Thus, actual earthwork 
costs tend to be far more equal than indicated by earthwork quantities. 
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The cost of the land involved at the Burke site is far less than that at Annan- 
dale, which is currently estimated at approximately $1,100 an acre; less than 
Fairfax, which is currently estimated at between $500 and $600 an acre, and less 
than Chantilly and Pender, where the board of supervisors advised us the land 
costs might be as much as $1,000 an acre. Contrasted to these costs, it is believed 
that land costs in the Burke area will, on the whole, average much less per acre 
than any of the other sites due to the relatively undeveloped nature of the lands 
involved. In this connection, we have asked the Department of Justice to have 
current appraisals of the lands involved at the Burke site made by competent local 
people. The results of this appraisal will be made available to you when com- 
pleted if you so desire. 

The Burke site will involve the construction of an access highway of substan- 
tially greater length than would be the case in any of the other sites involved. 
However, we believe the lower land costs involved will almost entirely offset this 
increased cost. In addition, the construction of this highway will result in 
giving the Burke site far better access to and from the metropolitan area of 
Washington, D. C., and to and from Washington National Airport than would 
be the case in any of the other sites involved, even with access roads constructed, 
due to the fact that of the sites under consideration, only the Burke site can 
utilize the Shirley Highway which, as you know, is a limited access high-speed 
highway. In fact, the driving time from the Washington Monument should, on the 
average, be less than 25 minutes when the access road is completed. In addition, 
the cost of the highway construction, while it would be considered an airport cost, 
in fact is not wholly chargeable to the airport, since we are currently working 
with the National Capital Park and Planning Commission on a plan to use this 
access road as a portion of the proposed circumferential highway to surround the 
Washington metropolitan area, and also as a possible first leg of the proposed 
Monticello Highway. 

The selection of the Burke site also has one other distinct advantage which 
should be mentioned. The number of homes which we will be forced to move in 
order to utilize the area, on the basis of our present estimates, does not exceed 80. 
This is the fewest number of homes which would be involved in all of the sites 
considered, except Chantilly, where approximately an equal number would be 
involved. 

Our general construction program calls for the completion of topographic and 
property surveys of the Burke site within the next 90 days. Thereafter we intend 
to contract for detailed engineering studies and plans, with the hope of beginning 
construction of the initial stage by the spring of 1952. If we are successful in 
beginning construction of the initial stage of development in the spring of 1952, 
we anticipate having the airport in operation sometime in 1955. In this connec- 
tion, we wish to point out that we intend to develop this airport in a series of 
stages, so that we will at all times have at the airport only such facilities as 
are necessary to take care of that traffic which is in excess of the capacity of 
Washington National Airport. Of course, eventually it is anticipated that the 
Burke site will be a completely developed airport, since our estimates indicate 
that two complete fully operating airports will be necessary to handle the air 
traffic needs of the Washington metropolitan area. 

I hope the information contained in this letter is that which you require and 
that it will be of assistance to you in answering inquiries from your constituents. 
If any further information with respect to this project should be desirable, please 
do not hesitate to call upon us at any time. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. F. Horne, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 


LACK OF CONSULTATION 


Senator Ronertson. In keeping with what I said this morning about 
the lack of consultation, about a site, and the impact of it, and the 
desirability of it. According to this letter, you went to the board at 
8 o’clock at night, and between that and maybe 8:45 you told them 
that you had picked Burke as the site. That is not what I meant by 
consultation in asking their views whether Burke suited them or not. 

Mr. Prt. Senator, I would not want to take your time to read the 
whole letter. There were 3 different meetings held and at the 
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third meeting the decision was made that the Burke and Chantilly 
sites were those that the county themselves preferred of the 6 sites. 

Senator HoLianp. Was it contemplated at that time in 1951 that 
this would bea jet field? 

Mr. Pyue. No, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you not think that makes a very material dif- 
ference in the whole picture? 

Mr. Pye. I certainly agree with you. 


CONSULTATIONS PRIOR TO FEBRUARY 


Senator Horzanp. Has there been any consultation with the county 
supervisors or the school board prior to the sessions of our subcom- 
mittee last February or March or whenever we held sessions, so far 
as you know ¢ 

Mr. Pytez. I was going to bring us up to date on this point. 

I would like to point out, and then I will answer your question, so 
we can keep the record chronological, that it was at this point that the 
initial selection was made of the Burke site when it was found that the 
county board of supervisors felt that either Burke or Chantilly would 
fit into the county’s planning. That is when the procuring of the 
land was started. This was long before my time. 

To respond to your question, Mr. Chairman, I am afraid you are 
going to feel that I do not have a very good memory. I did go out 
and talk to Mr. Keith, the chairman of the board of supervisors. I 
cannot recall whether that was prior to our hearing or afterward. I 
do not recall the date. It was sometime afterward, probably in 
March, but this is the best I can recall. I can get that for the record 
if you so desire. 

I talked to Mr. Keith and pointed out to him what our situation 
was; that we would be glad to do anything that he felt was desirable. 
If he felt a hearing was desirable, we would be glad to do anything 
along those lines. If this is not a correct statement, I would certainly 
ask Mr. Keith to correct me, but I think to the best of my knowledge 
this was certainly my intention when I went out and talked to him. 

At this point to proceed. Of course, the problem we are presented 
with, we must be honest, we have an initial investment in Burke as a 
result of the procurement of this land, so unless it is the wisdom of 
Congress that we do not proceed with this, it seems to me we have no 
alternative but to go ahead. 

Senator Hotianp. Does not the President’s Committee report show 
clearly that there is no problem in recouping the amount of investment 
from the sale of the land? 


RECOVERY OF EXPENDITURES AT BURKE SITE 


The Secretary of Commerce’s report of December 1955, has this 
notation on page 33: 

Expenditures at the Burke site for land acquisition, portions of this item can 
be recovered all or in part by sale of acreage already acquired unless it be found 
desirable to hold this plot for possible future use of the Government. 

My understanding after checking with the people out there is that 
that is a masterpiece of understatement. They made a very good 
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rofit on the land at current prices. That is your understanding, too, 
is it not? 

Mr. Pytr. I think that would be in accord with Senator Robert- 
son’s representation. 

Senator Ture. However, the land values may have been somewhat 
inflated with the anticipation that you are going to have an airport 
out there and these lands then would be appraised and possible court 
decision and the courts might very well be errno to the land- 
owner. That has been my experience in problems of that kind. 

Therefore, if it becomes a known fact that the site is abandoned 
and that you are now selling your holdings and it becomes nothing but 
just an ordinary personal property need, then you might have a very 
decided drop in the land values. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course that would be a possibility under 
other conditions, but I think that the people dealing out in that part 
of the aaa will be able to testify now that there is a very material 
profit that the Government has in these lands because of the sub- 
divisions that have been built up close to it. It is the desirable area 
for the extension of residential building and development as I under- 
stand it and it was so contemplated to be used by the county 
authorities. 

Mr. Pytz. For the record, I would like to make one more point. 


INITIAL ESTIMATE FOR $14 MILLION SITE IN 1951 


Senator Robertson pointed out, I believe, that the initial estimate 
in 1951 was for a $14 million site. If I recall, that is the question 
that you asked that we respond to. This is an extremely good point. 

First, it was the feeling of everyone in the CAA at the working 
level, frankly, that this was less than an adequate estimate; that the 
total cost of the facility would be somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$37 million. Now we are talking about a different airport. As you 

uite correctly pointed out, it was not planned for the jet operation. 

Je have to take that into consideration so our estimate now has risen 
to the $50 million figure. 

I think we must in all honesty realize that if this appropriation is 
made available to us to get on with what we feel is a needed job, we 
are talking about $50 million. I do not think it would be fair not to 
get the record straight on this point. 


FAILURE TO CONSULT WITH BOARD 


Senator Roserrson. I glanced through this long letter to Congress- 
man Smith, and he raised the issue that the CAA had not complied 
with section 2 of the bill to consult with the board. 

Reference is made to three different occasions; once informally, 
once at the administration building in Washington, once at 8 o’clock 
at night. 

Now, the letter makes this statement: 

I advised the board of supervisors that I intended to convey to the Secretary 
of Commerce the general information that Burke and Chantilly sites appeared 
to offer the least disadvantages to the county. 

Now I have known Mr. Wallace Carper for many years and I knew 
him all during this period and I definitely know that he has repeatedly 
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told me that his board has never endorsed Burke. We have two mem- 
bers of the board here today, and I think they will confirm that state- 
ment, that while they.may have said if you are going to put it anywhere, 
Burke and Chantilly would be least disruptive, I do not think you can 
show. that the board has ever endorsed Burke. 

Am I correct on that ? 

Mr. Pye. Senator, I am somewhat.at a disadvantage because I was 
not here at that time. This letter to me points out among other things 
that there are disadvantages but there is also the greatest. possible 
advantage of benefit, so there are two sides to the coin on this particular 
point. 

I would take from this that we did sit down with the county board 
of supervisors. However, I am not in a position to state with authority 
that it fully complied with the requirements. I think we should 
hear what the county board of supervisors have on this point. 

Senator Roserrson. It was my impression in talking with members 
of the board that they felt more or less powerless that it was more or 
less announced to them that Burke would be the site, and as soon as 
we had a hearing on Burke being the site the board officially protested. 

That is our hearing. 

The board officially protested against this selection. What they 
told you in that letter does not indicate that they said anything more 
than—well, you mention Annandale and various places—several places 
—and they said of the places you have under consideration the least 
damage would be done at Burke and Chantilly. 

Senator Hottanp. At least we are all in that accord, that no one 
was talking about jets at that time. 

Mr. Pyte. I think that is true. 

Senator Hotianp. Let’s start on the proponents of the purchase of 
Burke. 

Is there someone here for the citizens to speak on that ? 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


STATEMENT OF HENRY J. ROLFS, CHAIRMAN OF THE CITIZENS’ 
COMMITTEE FOR BURKE AIRPORT, AND VICE PRESIDENT OF 
THE FAIRFAX COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


SUPPORT FOR BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL 


Senator Hotianp. You have testified at some length heretofore, and 
we have your printed testimony. If there are new matters we will 
be glad to hear them. 

Mr. Rotrs. My name is Henry J. Rolfs. I am a resident of northern 
Virginia, a businessman and builder, and am appearing before you to- 
day in my capacity as chairman of the Citizens’ Committee for Burke 
Airport and vice president of the Fairfax County Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Senator Hotianp. Where do you live? 

Mr. Ro rs. I live in Arlington Towers and also rent a house at 8800 
Columbia Pike, Fairfax County. I am a builder in Fairfax County 
and I have been a builder in Fairfax County for approximately 10 
years. 
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_I would like to briefly show photostatic copies of the newspaper head- 
lines when an Eastern Airline crash occurred in 1949 based on which 
the supplemental airport for Washington was brought into being in 
September of 1950. The Times-Herald stated 
Tower Operator Tells of His Effort to Prevent Air Crash Killing 55 Here. 
The Evening Star: i 






































Forty Feared Killed in Midair Collision of Air Liner and P-38 Here. 
The Washington Post: 
Fifty-five Die When P-38 Rams Air Liner After Failing to Heed Warnings. 
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PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S REQUEST FOR FUNDS 


I believe that more progress has been made in the last 19 days since 
President Eisenhower's request for funds to proceed immediately with 
Burke Airport than has been made in the 7 previous years since that 
legislation was put into effect. In nineteen days it showed what this 
Government can do when it puts its mind to it. I don ot believe we have 
to be aeronautical engineers or experts to recognize the fact that there 
are close to 25,000 additional flights that are expected into National 
Airport this year over last year, which is about 70 additional planes 
per day that will be filling this hmited air space overhead. 

It behooves the CAA to say that things are safe, but we all have 
enough commonsense to know that near misses will increase. You can 
only get so many planes in to a certain airspace in a certain period of 
time and we hope and pray this committee will make a strong recom- 
mendation for additional airport facilities to relieve the dangerous con- 
gestion and take care of the expected increased flights to the Nation’s 
Capital. 


DATE NEW AIRPORT WOULD BE READY 





Senator Hotianp. How soon would you expect this new airport to 
function ? 

Mr. Rours. The President requests that it be put into operation by | 
1960, and I believe there is enough engineering and management know- 1 
how to put it into operation by 1960 with the type of crash program 
that was discussed on the floor of the Senate last summer. 

Senator Hottanp. What would be done in the 3 years or over that 
would come between now and that time? 

Mr. Roxrs. It is very obvious, Senator Holland, that any other 
facilities that are nearest to the Nation’s Capital should be utilized 
to their fullest during that time and I am including Friendship in 
that. 


OBJECTION TO USE OF FRIENDSHIP ATRPORT 










Senator Hottanp. Why is there any objection to letting the Con- 
rress have a chance to see how Friendship would serve the situation 
Gators Congress gets committed to this expense of $50 million or $60 
million or more 4 

Mr. Rotrs. From a businessman’s point of view, if I felt I had to 
conduct my operations in an ineflicient manner that would not. best 
serve my customers, I would certainly resist to the best of my ability, 
and I believe that is what the free enterprise commercial airlines are 
doing at this time. They believe they can better serve the people if 
they have a nearby airport and I am sure they are willing to use other 
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facilities if they know that new facilities are being built that will satis- 
factorily serve the Nation’s Capital. 

Senator Hotianp. So you approve their course of not making a 
trial of Friendship before the appropriation is made? 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir, as long as they are informed that the conditions 
at National Airport are safe. From what the Administrator of the 
CAA has stated, that has been the situation. 

Senator Hottanp. What was the situation at the time these 50 
people were killed whom you have indicated to us from these clippings 
from the papers did lose their lives back in 1949? 

Mr. Roxrs. I am a layman to answer that question. However, from 
what I have read and heard, the facilities for controlling the flights 
of planes are much more refined today than they were in 1949. 

enator Hoxtianp. In other words you think the dangers that were 
present in 1949 are not present now. 

Mr. Rotrs. They are certainly less. 

Senator Hotianp. Even with the increased number of flights. 

Mr. Rotrs. No, sir, that may overbalance the improvement in tech- 
nology of controlling the actual flight of planes. 

Senator Hoxtzanp. So you think the trial at Friendship should be 
postponed until the day after Congress is committed to this large 
expenditure? 

Mr. Rotrs. I would not consider it atrial. I would say that that 1s 
the best available while other facilities were being built. 

Senator Hotxanp. All right, sir, proceed. 

Mr. Rotrs. Like the rest of the citizens and businessmen of north- 
ern Virginia, my future lies in the growth and development of our 
community. Our area must continue to be an attractive place to live, 
our local governments must provide needed community services at a 
supportable tax rate, and desirable new industries must be encouraged 
to locate in the 10th District. My activities have been directed to- 
ward these goals. 

I became interested in the proposed Burke Airport several years 
after it had been originally proposed. Mindful of its potential im- 
pact on our community, I made a cursory investigation, and was ap- 
palled to find that many of the benefits which the airport might bring 
were unknown to the people. Rather, they were being exposed to a 
continuous barrage of misstatements, half truths, and falsehoods. 


CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


In cooperation with business and civic Jeaders in our community, 
the Citizens’ Committee for Burke Airport was formed as a fact-find- 
ing group, and we have made it our business to find out the truth 
about the proposed Second National Airport’s impact upon our com- 
munity—and to fully explore both the favorable and unfavorable 
aspects. 

Pursuant to our investigation, which has been carried on contin- 
uously over the last 3 years, we have discussed every aspect of the air- 
port question with qualified personnel in the field. We have met with 
representatives of the CAA, the aviation industry, and the manufac- 
turers, and have sought from them frank statements as to aircraft 
performance, safety and noise. We have studied the report of the 
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President’s Airport Commission—the Doolittle report—and seen 
ally visited many of the great air terminals of this country and Europe, 
including New York, Miami, San Francisco, Baltimore, Chicago, 
Pittsburgh, and London, Paris, Frankfort, Berlin, Hamburg, Rome, 
Zurich, and others. We have corresponded directly with the cham- 
bers of commerce in every major city in the United States to deter- 
mine their evaluation as to the desirability and financial benefit to 
the community of their own commercial airports. 
Our committee has carefully investigated the charges made by op- 
onents of the airport, in order to determine their validity, if any. We 
avs checked supposed danger to residential communities and schools, 
and effects of airport construction on land values and business growth. 
When the Burke Airport was proposed originally some 7 years ago, 
ublic opinion in northern Virginia was unfavorable. A poll taken 
i our Congressman as part of a general questionnaire in 1953 showed 
a small majority against the airport. The question asked was one of 
many, and less than 100 registered voters even bothered to answer it. 
In 1955 our Congressman polled the voters of Fairfax County again, 
and this later poll showed that a clear-cut majority now favored the 
airport—52 percent for; 39 percent against, and 9 percent undecided. 
Since this last formal poll in 1955, public sentiment for the airport 
has continued to grow. Recently our committee, in cooperation with 
the Homeowner’s Committee for the Air Age in Fairfax County and 
uorthern Virginia, received 11,000 signatures on petitions favoring 
the immediate construction of Burke. 


SUPPORT OF NEWSPAPERS 


Indicative of the wide public support for the Burke Airport is the 
fact that our five major newspapers—metropolitan and local—favor 
the Burke site editorially. 

The Washington Post and Times Herald recently pointed ont the 
contributions which Burke would make to the area’s economy, in an 
editorial entitled “Bonanza at Burke,” and just last week stated;that 
the objections of a handful of local residents do not constitute a valid 
obstacle to the completion of the airport. 

The Evening Star has been consistent in its support of Burke Air- 
port, and more recently has been joined by the Washington Daily 

ews, 

Locally, the Fairfax Sun-Echo and the Northern Virginia Sun have 
endorsed the proposed airport and urge prompt legislative action, 

It is true that the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors voted reso- 
lutions opposing the location of the airport in Fairfax County several 
times since 1951. It is significant to note, however, that the last such 
vote was taken in June 1956, and that, although the opportunity has 
presented itself frequently, the board has not continued to state formal 
opposition. 

Previously the board voted to send one of its members to congres- 
sional hearings to express their opposition to Burke. Last week, 
however, this member left the board meeting without. board authoriza- 
tion, in order to appear before the House subcommittee hearing. 

Two members of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors have 
stated unequivocal support for Burke Tunent, one has never taken a 
position, and another is known to be reconsidering his previous posi- 
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tion. Recently the board voted 5 to 2 in favor of a Fairfax Airport 
study group, and 4 to 3 to authorize the Northern Virginia Regional 
Planning and Economic Development Commission to study the feas- 
ibility of a Northern Virginia Airport Authority. 

There is with us this afternoon one of the iaiileian of the Fairfax 
County Board, General Ovenshine, and with your permission I would 
like the General to make a statement. 

Senator Hoitianp. Are you finished with your statement ? 

Mr. Rotrs. No; I have 4 or 5 witnesses I would like to call. 


Boarp or County SUPERVISORS, FarrFAx Country, VA. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD P. OVENSHINE, MEMBER 


SUPPORT FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Ovensuine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Richard P. Ovenshine. I do not represent or speak for any 
group or any individual other than myself. I am, however, a member 
of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va. Since 
at least two other members of that board have appeared before other 
committees of the Congress to express their personal views concerning 
the possible establishment of an airport in the vicinity of Burke, in 
Fairfax County, I sought the opportunity to appear before the com- 
mittee. The members of the board of county supervisors are not 
unanimous in thier views concerning an airport at Burke. 

I do not profess to be an expert concerning the establishment or Jo- 
cating of an airport. Neither am I an expert regarding the economic 
benefits to be derived by the county from having an airport within 
its jurisdiction. My position is simply this: 

I understand that the President of the United States, based upon 
the recommendations of the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the 
Secretary of Commerce, has recommended that the Congress appro- 

riate funds for the establishment of an airport in the vicinity of 

urke for the reasons that an additional airport is needed and Burke 
is the best available site therefor; and I assume that the President has 
had access to the best available advice on this technical matter. 

T am aware that establishment of an airport at Burke or anywhere 
else in the Washington area would cause inconvenience to a consider- 
able number of people and outright hardship to some. It is a matter 
of common knowledge, however, that the Federal Government has 
been considering location of an airport at Burke for at least 7 
years and has owned some 1,000 acres there for that purpose for several 
years. 

’ Senator Hotianp. Your statement, in the copy I have, said “3,000 
acres,” 

Mr. Ovensutne. That was a mistake, sir. I meant 1,000 acres. 


PRINCIPLE OF EMINENT DOMAIN 


A large portion of the people who now live in the vicinity of Burke 
moved there while the Burke Airport question was pending and 
would therefore appear to have taken a calculated risk concerning 
the airport. I also believe that the principle of eminent domain is 
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well established and that our present systems of railroads, airports, 
highways, sewers, and so forth, could not have been established with- 
out using the rights of eminent domain. We are in the early stages 
of a new surge of development of our highway systems and I sincerely 
hope that new highways will not be located only where they do not 
disturb anyone. 

When I was a candidate for election to the board of county super- 
visors in the fall of 1955 I had prepared a simple brochure in which 
I attempted to state my views concerning matters of local interest. 
In one plank of that platform, I stated, “Attract light industry to 
Fairfax County to broaden the tax base. Establish an airport in the 
vicinity of Burke.” I do not think that the Burke Airport was a 
major campaign issue, and my stand on it may have had no effect 
on my election. In the course of that campaign, however, I remember 
only one individual who expressed to me any opposition to a Burke 
Airport and there were a few, at least, who were definitely in favor of 
such airport. I concluded that most of the voters were willing to 
leave the Burke Airport decision to the experts. 

For these reasons, as 1 of the 7 members of the Board of County 
Supervisors of Fairfax County, I do not oppose the establishment 
of an airport at Burke. 

Senator Hotianp. You represent the Mount Vernon, Magisterial 
District, do you? 

Mr. Ovensurne. I do. 

Senator HotiaNnp. How far is that from the Burke Airport ? 

Mr. OvensHIneE. I do not recall the actual mileage. I know that by 
road from my house to the town of Fairfax is 1614 miles. Burke is 
not quite that far. 

Senator Hoxianp. Is there a road that goes through from Mount 
Vernon to Fairfax, or do you have to go around ? 

Mr. Ovensurine. It is fairly direct. 


FAILURE OF BOARD TO ACT 


Senator Hotianp. Did you not make a motion for the board to 
endorse Burke on July 31, and did your motion not fail for want of a 
second ? 

Mr. Ovensuine. I made a motion, as I recall it, sir, that the board 
did not oppose the location of an airport at Burke. That failed for 
lack of a second. 

Senator Hoiianp. You could not get a second to a motion that 
not only did not endorse Burke but said that the board would not 
oppose Burke ? 

Mr. Ovensutne. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. So you are speaking only for yourself. 

Mr. Ovensutne. I want to make that as clear as possible; I am only 
speaking for myself. 

Senator HotitaAnp. You have been very frank. 

Mr. Ovensnine. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you very much. 

Allright, Mr. Rolfs. 

Mr. Rotrs. I would like to comment on statements made earlier 
about the lack of consultation with supervisors in Fairfax. 
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A very short time after Mr. Pyle visited with the chairman of the 
board, this spring, a matter of 2 or 3 days, I visited with the chairman 
of. the eal i discussed this meeting with him, and he stated he 
had a very satisfactory meeting with a very fine gentleman who seemed 
to know considerable about the subject. 

Senator Hotianp. Who was the chairman of the board? 


SUGGESTION FOR OPEN HEARING 


Mr. Rotrs. Mr. Keith, Mr. James Keith, who Mr. Pyle referred to 
earlier, and I then asked Mr. Keith whether he did not think it would 
be in order to have an open hearing so that the public, who would be 
affected by this, would have an opportunity, and certainly the board 
members, would have an opportunity to hear all the facts from the CAA 
and all their technical witnesses. And he said to me, “No.” He said, 
“Let Congress make the decision and then we will cooperate 100 
percent.” 

Now, if that statement is incorrect, I think Mr. Keith will certainly 
have an opportunity to refute it. 


RESOLUTION OF COUNTY POLITICAL GROUP 


Among other groups endorsing Burke Airport is one of the county’s 
young political groups comprising over 100 active young people who 
last February in a unanimous resolution said the following: 

We urge the Congress of the United States and the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors to locate the airport in Fairfax County in order that its citizens 
may) énjoy the economic benefits * * *. 

The resolution stressed Fairfax County’s economic dilemma and. its 
need for additional tax resources, stating— 

the construction of a modern profitable airport in northern Virginia (at Burke) 


would attract substantial industrial and business development which would 
assist in defraying our tax burdens * * *. 


RECOMMENDATIONS OF PLANNING AGENCIES 


Local and area land-use planning agencies and consultants have 
consistantly recommended the Burke site. The National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission, in their report to the Congress.made the 
following statements, and might I say, in the original bill, ,which. 
initiated the supplemental airport, it was requested that a statement be 
obtained from the National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 

The Burke site lies well beyond the existing urban area in a sector which as 
yet has shown no marked tendency to change from the rural and wooded 
character which has heretofore prevailed * * *. 

The development of the proposed satelite town of Springfield * * * should be 
greatly benefited and accelerated by the Burke Airport. 

* * * Not only does the Burke Airport location conform with the Commission's 
comprehensive plan for the National Capital and its environs, but it has the 
possibility of being the nucleus around which the authorities can develop a 
harmonious general plan * * *, 


EXCERPT FROM M’HUGH REPORT 


Francis Dodd McHugh, commissioned by the Fairfax County Board 
of Supervisors to develop a master plan for the county, was specifi- 
cally required to investigate— 
the effect of the proposed Burke Airport upon surrounding areas. 
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His report, made after exhaustive investigation of the entire matter 


was delivered to the county government in February 1955, and stated 
as follows: 


In the course of the study, an obvious question arose, namely, “Why was the 
location at Burke proposed?” The answers were found to be compelling, and 
certainly not reasons to be lightly ignored in order to satisfy local opposition 
of relatively few residents of the area. The basic element of any forecast is 
present fact. The facts, summarized below, lead your consultant to recommend 
an airport at Burke. In view of the entire situation, failure to make such a 
recommendation would be rightly deemed a dereliction of professional respon- 


sibility. 
These are the words of Mr. McHugh. His report went on to set 
forth the overwhelming benefits to the county from the construction 
and operation of the proposed airport. 
Mr. McHugh’s recommendation for Burke Airport was an integral 
part of the proposed Fairfax County master plan which was subse- 
quently presented to the various citizens associations and other civic 
groups throughout the county. It was endorsed by virtually every 
organization to which it was presented, including the League of 
Women Voters, the Federation of Citizens Associations, and the vari- 
ous citizens groups over the county 
In that connection the master plan which has been adopted by the 
county was the McHugh master plan. It provided for 2-acre zoning 
in the proposed Burke site. So any statements previously made or sub- 
sequently to be made that Burke is an area for future intensive resi- 
dential development does not square with the master plan that was 
adopted within the last year providing for 2-acre zoning. 


CHANTILLY SITE 


Senator HoLtianp. It does not provide for agricultural use, however, 
such as the Chantilly site; does it? 

Mr. Roxrs. It could not, sir, because of the scrub trees and valueless 
nature of the terrain, whereas, Chantilly is comprised—this will be 
brought out later—of farmland very well developed. 

Senator Turn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotitanp. Senator Thye. 

Senator Tuyr. Are not some of these land areas rocky? I mean 
there is a regular track of rock coming to the surface ? 

Mr. Rotrs. Where, Senator ? 

Senator Torr. Out at the Burke site. 

Mr. Rotrs. I traveled around the Burke area considerably and I 
do not think I have seen any outcropping of the rock, sir. 


PROBLEM OF CLEARING AND LEVELING LAND 


Senator Toye. What would be the problem from the standpoint of 
clearing the land that would be used and to bulldoze it into level 
terrain ? 

Mr. Roxrs. Just what you stated, to bulldoze it into level terrain. 
From what I understand, coe a with the engineers, the nature of 

t 


the soil is such it can be mixed. would provide an adequate base 
for runways. 
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_ Senator Tuyrz. You do not anticipate any great problem in leveling 
the land area ? 

Mr. Rotrs. No, sir. 

. Senator Ture. That was one question that was brought up, that it 
would cost considerable money to level. 

Mr. Rots. I would not dispute, sir, it would cost considerable 
money. It can be done. It is a figure of $60 or plus an acre for just 
clearing it. 

Senator Ture. Would you have a figure on what the cost of clearing 
it would be? 

Mr. Roxrs. Well, $60 an acre from a builder's point of view sounds 
very reasonable. It has to be cleared. Substantial tree growth to 
be cleared for $60 an acre, I do not think it could be done for that, 
sir. 

I am not saying this in favor of Burke, it seems, but that is the 
truth. 

Senator Tuyr. What would you anticipate the cost to be? 

Mr. Rotrs. It may be, sir, that the average over the entire land, 
much of which is clear, would be $60. I have not seen the engineering 
and cost-analysis data. 

Senator Ture. Could you venture a guess what it would cost to 
clear ? 

Mr. Rorrs. The average cost of clearing development property 
which I have done at times is closer to $500 an acre. That is if you 
have tree growth over the entire acre. 

Senator Toye. You sound like a contractor. 

Mr. Rotrs. I am, sir. 

Senator Ture. You are going to make it high enough. 

Mr. Rotrs. Pardon—no sir, I never cleared my own property. I 
always subcontracted it. So I always paid for it. 

Senator Ture. I did not think you had, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Senator Thye, I think it fair to say let the record 
show and the map shows 140 feet difference between the high and 
low parts, and it has been about 70 feet taken off and about 70 feet 
to fill in others, very hilly, and the hills and valleys are short. 

You have not been over and seen it have you ? 

Senator Tuyr. Not foot by foot. I know the general area. And 
the sharper the hill the less distance you move through the valley. 
From the standpoint of modern-day earth movimg if you have sharp 
moving hills and deep valleys, you can fill the valleys pretty rapidly. 


ESTIMATE OF TOTAL YARDAGE OF DIRT TO MOVE 


Senator Hotzanp. The CAA estimate shows they have to move 
16 million yards of dirt through the grade, as I recall the figure. 
All right, proceed, Mr. Rolfs. 


SUPPORT FROM BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Rotrs. Area chambers of commerce and businessmen’s organi- 
zations have also carefully studied the proposed Burke Airport during 
the last few years, being especially concerned with the allegations of 
the airport’s opponents, that it would destroy land values, reduce eco- 
nomic opportunity, decrease the desirability of our community, and 
adversely affect tax rates. 
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The chambers and business organizations have been unanimous in 
their conclusion that the proposed airport. would be: beneficial to 
northern Virginia in terms of business stimulation and added tax re- 
sources, and would assist in attracting needed new industry to our 


area. The Burke Airport has been endorsed by the following local 
business organizations: 


Fairfax County. Chamber of Commerce 
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce 

Fairfax- Falls Church Jay Cees 

Mount Vernon-Lee Chambers of Commerce 
Greater Falls Church Chamber of Commerce 
Arlington Chamber of Commerce 

Annandale Business Men’s Association 

Northern Virginia Builders’ Association 
Alexandria-Arlington-Fairfax Real Estate Board 
Alexandria Contractors’ Association 

Alexandria Retail Merchants’ Association 
Northern Virginia Economic Development Committee. 


In addition, the Greater Washington Industrial Council recently 
released a resolution endorsing the airport, and pointing out— 


the many important advantages that have been established beyond challenge 
for the Burke location. 

The council is an association of about 50 manufacturers, research and 
development companies in the metropolitan area of just the type which 
Fairfax County is seeking to attract. 

And, incidentally, Maryland is trying to attract them too. 

We have with us today, the president of-that industrial council 
Dr. Scurlock, who is also president of Atlantic Research Co., one of 
our fine industrial plants in Fairfax County. 

I wonder if Dr. Scurlock would briefly make a comment ? 

Senator Hottanp. Please proceed. 


GREATER WASHINGTON INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL 


STATEMENT OF DR. ARCH C. SCURLOCK, PRESIDENT; ALSO PRESI- 
DENT, ATLANTIC RESEARCH CORP., FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Dr. Scurtockx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
just a very brief word. I did not prepare any written statement. 

I think it is certainly true that Washington very, very badly needs 
an additional airport. 

First, when a businessman or a resident wants to leave Washington 
or come back to Washington, he does not want to go to Baltimore; he 
wants to depart from or return to Washington. 

Secondly, I think from the viewpoint of the best interests of the 
Greater Washington metropolitan area, which our Greater Washing- 
ton Industrial Council represents, it appears that Burke is by far the 
most favorable site from the standpoint of the easier access of residents 
and businéssmen both in traveling to and from the airport and in 
traveling from one airport to the other. Also of particular interest to 
our council; tlie airport is particularly well located to meet the demands 
of maximum industrial development of the Greater Washington area. 
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Senator Hotianp. Where do you live, sir? 

Dr. Scurtocg. I live in Alexandria, Va. I own property, however 
in Fairfax County. 

Senator Horzanp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rotrs. Thank you, Dr. Seurlock. 


ADVERTISEMENT CITED 


Regrettably, the vociferous minority which has consistently opposed 
the construction of Burke has resorted to a campaign of wild state- 
ments, misrepresentations, and half-truths in their efforts to kill the 
airport. Typical of their approach is a recent advertisement taken 
in a Fairfax Community program which appears below. 

(The advertisement referred to follows :) 


A Jet AIRPORT AT BURKE WILL MEAN 


(1) Loss of Federal financing (FHA and VA) for residential development on 
more than 60,000 acres, or 22 percent of the total county area, 
This restriction by governmental agencies, with vast experience in all parts of 
the country, over many years is ample evidence of its harmful effects. It requires 
no comment by the opponents. It cannot be refuted by the proponents. 


(2) It will not attract desirable light industry, such as Metpar, but will repel it. 


(3) Tt will mean higher taxes, higher insurance costs, more danger to life and 
property; a big revenue loss to Fairfaxg County and a stilt bigger loss to the 
State. It will render unfit for human habitation, large areas of Fairfag 
County. It will bring, and cause to remain, an ever-present danger to many 
school buildings, and could well mean mass slaughter of thousands of school 
children. 


Are we willing to assume these risks when no necessity exists for them and 
when many alternatives are available? Shall we, by our silence and inaction 
encourage them? It may be hard for those not familiar with jet noise to -om- 
prehend the dangers inherent in a jet airport. The record is more convincing than 
propaganda of the ATA, and liere it is on one of the many problems. 


THE DEAFNESS PROBLEM 
(Taken from the Holland report of testimony, January 1957) 


“The Veterans’ Administration is paying out $59,355,672 a year to 94,233 veter- 
ans in disability. benefits for hearing loss and diseases of hearing. Although no 
breakdown was available on how many of those cases were caused by jet noise, the 
VA said the Air Force estimates there are many thousands of such cases. The 
VA spokesman explained that there is no known medical treatment or device 
which restores any degree of hearing to.a person suffering from total noise deaf- 
ness. The noise deafness problem will become more acute as jet use expands, he 
continued.” 

AtRport Facts COMMITTEE, ANNANDALE, VA., 
SALLY ORTOLANI, Secretary. 


EVALUATION OF CHARGES 


Mr. Rotrs. I will just read one sentence from the advertisement. It 
states that an airport at Burke “could well mean mass slaughter of 
thousands of school children.” 

The advertisement was paid for by the owner of over 800 acres in 
the Burke site. 

In evaluating wild charges such o" these our committee has written 
to qualified experts in the field. uote from a letter recently re- 
ceived from Dr. Paul H. Evans, M. a of Los Angeles, a consultant 
to the Surgeon General’s Office of the ‘Air Force, in reply to our in- 
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uiry about effects of aircraft noise on residential communities. Dr. 
ftvans writes 


to date the effect of jet noises on residents in and around military fields has not 
constituted a major problem. This statement is made on the basis that no legal 
proceedings or law suits have been instituted. It is true there exists many 
incidents of alleged nervousness due to jet noises, but as stated above, to my 
knowledge the complaints have not been severe enough to justify further action. 


Similarly, we have been informed that the Veterans’ Administration 
and FHA Save no restrictions on financing of residential development 
around airports constructed in accordance with the recommendations 
of the President’s Airport Commission, such as Burke will be. 


INDUSTRY ADVERTISEMENT 


Recent technical developments, such as the Curtiss-Wright Zephyr 
jet engine have been featured in a series of industry advertisements 
titled “So quiet you won’t know its a jet.” 


I would like to, if I may, Mr. Chairman, submit for the record a 


copy of that advertisement about the quiet jets Curtiss-Wright is 
manufacturing. 


Senator Hottanp. Without objection. 
(The advertisement referred to follows :) 


(The Evening Star, Washington D. C., July 12, 1957] 
SO QUIET YOU WON'T KNOW IT’S A JET 


Tue New Curriss-WRIGHT ZEPHYR JET ENGINE 


Air transportation must become quiet not only for its passengers, but for the 
communities in which it operates. The development of the Curtiss-Wright 
Zephyr turbojet was based on the premises: (1) That its technical excellence 
must provide a worthwhile performance improvement; (2) that its advances 
must be sound in the final analysis from the economic point of view; and (3) 
that it must have a high order of public acceptance, not only from the viewpoint 
of the passenger, but the communities in which the airport is located and over 
which the airplane is operated. Moving airports further out of town with its 
attendant expense and the inconvenience of time lost in additional city-to-airport 
transportation is not the answer. 

Curtiss-Wright Corp. has completed sufficient testing with the Zephyr to war- 
rant the statement that the jet-engine transport can be quiet and have a high 
order of public acceptance. 


NEW TESTING PROCEDURE 


The testing procedure for the Zephyr is new and novel. Curtiss-Wright dis- 
carded the standard jet-engine test cell—a mass of concrete, steel, sound absorp- 
tion, water silencing, etc.—and transferred the testing of the Zephyr to an open- 
air test stand in which the engine is run with no silencing or sound-absorption 
equipment under a specification calling for a minimum of noise, as well as a 
minimum of fuel consumption, just as the engine would run when it is in an 
airplane at the airport. 

This outdoor testing equipment consists of two mobile vehicles; one on which 
the engine is mounted for tests; the other housing the control room and instru- 
mentation required to measure thrust, fuel consumption, and other equipment: 
Through the use of these mobile vehicles, the Zephyr is constantly being tested 
and demonstrated at airports and at off-highway locations to record and analyze 
its noise levels under idling, taxiing, and full-throttle conditions. This practical 
method of testing enables engineers and technicians to change new noise-suppress- 
ing devices being developed and other equipment quickly and with ease. 

The engine may be held at a given set of conditions so that technicians and 
observers can listen to, record, and analyze noise levels for extended periods of 
time, and, while they are doing this, engine-operating conditions can be changed 
instantly for purposes of demonstration. This method is preferable to listen- 
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ing to an airplane passing overhead where the noise is reduced or muffled, where 
the time for measuring and recording the volume of noise is limited and where it 
is difficult to fix the distances and conditions with any degree of accuracy. 

Curtiss-Wright plans to demonstrate the mobile testing unit and. the Zephyr 
engine at airports and other locations in the United States. A request has been 
received to demonstrate the unit at a major airport in Europe. 


QUIETER THAN PISTON ENGINE 


A jet engine transport can be quieter than a piston-engine airplane. For ex- 
ample, Curtiss-Wright has been able to minimize the compressor whine of the 
jet engine. This is the lesser in decibels of the two principal sources of noise 
from a jet engine, but, in a practical sense, its frequency and characteristics 
are something like a siren and more objectionable to some people than the jet 
noise which is of a lower frequency. Curtiss-Wright has also reduced the jet 
exhaust noise to acceptable levels because basically the engine is designed so 
that the mass of air passing through the jet to produce thrust is moving at a 
lower speed than that common to engines developed for military use at super- 
sonic speeds. For the foreseeable future airlines will fiy subsonically, and, 
therefore, there is no need for using supersonic speed jet engines, with their 
disadvantages, for jet airline operation. 


BROAD RESEARCH PROGRAM 


Engine noise suppression, while the major element, is only one phase of the 
Curtiss-Wright program to lower noise levels for aircraft and airport communi- 
ties. The mobile control room used in the Zephyr tests is lined with Curon, a 
new sound absorbing, multi-cellular, foamed material. developed by Curtiss- 
Wright. This enables engineers to conduct concurrent tests of new methods of 
sound-proofing aircraft passenger cabins. The same Curon can play an im- 
portant role in absorbing ground noise at airports where jet and other aircraft 
are operated. For example, a curtain of Curon hung between runways and 
buildings will substantially reduce noise at the building. And Curon, in the 
form of wall tiles, ceiling and floor coverings, can further absorb sound and re- 
sult in quieter air terminals and offices than ever before. 

These are but a few of the technological developments of the Curtiss-Wright 
Corp. designed to make the introduction of jet airliners to the world airways 
quieter, more comfortable, and economically sound. Others will follow. 

This advertisement is published in response to the public interest in the Zephyr 
jet engine reflected by numerous inquiries received from individuals and govern- 
mental authorities at every level. 


CurrTIss-WrRIGHT Corp:, Woop-RIp6pr, N. J. 
ATTACKS ON BURKE SUPPORTERS 


Mr. Rotrs. May I quote from that advertisement : 


This advertisement is published in response to the public interest in the Zephyr 
jet engine reflected by numerous inquiries received from individuals and govern- 
mental authorities at every level. 

Incidentally, an analysis of the number of jets.on order by com- 
mercial airlines and the number of those that would be utilizing the 
supplementary Washington airport indicates that there would be ap- 
proximately six jet takeoffs a day based on number of jets that are 
currently on order and that would be utilized in this area. 

Those of us who make our homes in northern Virginia have been 
shocked and saddened by the attacks which have been made on every- 
one who has supported the proposed Burke Airport by some of its 
detractors. The Northern Virginia Sun, for example, on July 26 car- 
ried the following headline, “Broyhill Charges Airlines ‘Dictated’ 
Ike’s Burke Stand,” attacking even the integrity of our President. 
Similar unwarranted charges have been leveled against the Adminis- 
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trator of the CAA and his staff, who have conscientiously sought to 
carry out their duty under the law. 


PUBLIC-OPINION POLL 


Because of such charges, our committees believed that a new survey 
of public opinion was necessary. In a period of 12 short weeks we cir- 
culated petitions throughout northern Virginia, concentrating espe- 
cially in the Burke area, and received over 11,000 signatures of home- 
owners, taxpayers, and citizens endorsing Burke Airport and demand- 
ing its prompt construction. I have with me here today Mrs. Robin- 
son, who lives in the Burke area, and who obtained well over 300 sig- 
natures from her neighbors. With the permission of the Chairman I 
would like to ask Mrs. Robinson a question. 

Senator Hotianp. Mrs. Robinson. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ROBINSON, RESIDENT, BURKE AREA, 
VIRGINIA 


PETITIONS FAVORING BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Rorrs. Mrs. Robinson, would you mind telling the committee 
how far from the Burke site you live? 

Mrs. Rosrnson. About a mile from the Burke Airport site. 

Mr. Roxrs. And how many petitions have you obtained from your 
neighborhood signed for Burke? 

Mrs. Roprnson. 300. 

Mr. Rotrs. For what reasons did they sign petitions for Burke? 

Mrs. Rosrnson. Better roads, utilities, and water, bus service, and 
employment. 

Mr. Rotrs. Thank you very much. What magisterial district do 
you live in? 

Mrs. Rostnson. Mason district. 

Mr. Rotrs. In the Mason magisterial district ? 

Mrs. Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rotrs. About how many petitions were signed by residents in 
the Mason magisterial district ? 

Mrs. Rogtnson. About half of them. 

Mr. Rotrs. Approximately 150? 

Mrs. Roptnson. Yes. 


BUCKNELL MANOR CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rotrs. I would like, at this time, to read a very short letter 
from the president of the Bucknell Manor Citizens Association in 
Fairfax County. 


Dear Sirs: The membership of the Bucknell Manor Citizens Association, Inc., 
an organization representing more than 700 families residing in Bucknell and 
Beacon Manor subdivisions, Mount Vernon magisterial district, in Fairfax 
County, at a general meeting of the membership, voted unanimously in favor 
of creating the new proposed airport at Burke, Va. It was felt that an airport at 
Burke would bring great economic benefit to Fairfax County and would be a 
great stimulation to business and industry, resulting in reducing our tax 
burdens. 

Very truly yours, 


That is dated July 9, 1957. 


JOHN L. SHELTON, President. 





598 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Mrs. Robinson’s performance is typical of hundreds of citizens of 
Fairfax who, without difficulty, secured 10, 20, and over 100 signa- 
tures in their areas. It should be emphasized that, to the best of our 
knowledge, this is the largest number of signatures ever collected in 
favor or opposed to anything in Virginia, and certainly shows the 
depth and unanimity of public opinion in favor of the airport. To- 
day, the overwhelming majority of the people of Fairfax County— 
both close to the airport and far from it—recognize its benefits to our 
community and would welcome its coming. 

As you know, our committee has repeatedly offered to make a $1,000 
contribution to the Fairfax County Hospital if our esteemd Con- 
gressman could prove that the majority of the people in the Burke 
area. or in the county, for that matter, do nut want the airport. This 
challenge has never been accepted. Only last week, we accepted our 
Congressman’s suggestion that a new pail be taken of Fairfax County 
voters, and our committee offered to split the cost with the Congress- 
man. Unquestionably, there is still a vociferous minority making a 
last-ditch stand against the airport, but the facts prove that the vast 
weight of public opinion favors its prompt construction. 


CHANTILLY LOCATION 


I would now like to turn briefly to the question of the Chantilly 
location, which has been suggested as a possible alternative site by 
1 or 2 individuals. 

Incidentally, only one public official in northern Virginia has public- 
ly endorsed the Chantilly site, to the best of my knowledge. 

Our study has convinced us that, not only is the so-called Chantilly 


location prohibitively far out, but also it is undesirable from the 
standpoint of the economic development of Fairfax County. 


DISTANCE TO CHANTILLY 


1. The record of the hearings before the House subcommittee a few 
days ago shows that the actual distance from downtown Washington 
to Burke is 19 miles over existing roads, while it is 29 miles to Chan- 
tilly—10 miles further. Not onlv this, but the rush-hour driving time 
is established at 39.5 minutes to Burke, and 1 hour and 4% minutes to 
Chantilly—a full 25 minutes more. Projected highway improvements 
were stated to lower this differential to 18 minutes. 

I would like to submit for the record, if I may, a drive to Burke 
and to the Chantilly site made on July, 18.1957, which showed that 
from the town of Chantilly, which you all know is some 2% miles before 
you get to the airport site, driving at 1 to 3 mile average above the 
posted speed limit, it was 38 minutes to the 14th Street Bridge. Driv- 
ing from the Burke site to the 14th Street bridge was 21 minutes, ora 
difference of 17 minutes, but you have to add the time of another 2% 
miles to the Chantilly site. It is mentioned in here the number of 
cross streets which are some 200 to Chantilly and about 10 to Burke, 
and the number of traffic lights, I believe was 1 going to Burke and 18 
to Chantilly. 

2. This record further quotes from a letter received from General 
Anderson, commissioner of highways for the State of Virginia, who 
pointed out that projected improvements to Route 50 serving the Chan- 
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tilly area are far in the future, while Shirley Highway serving Burke 
is slated for prompt widening, depending only on action by the Con- 
gress. Claims of Chantilly’s advocates depend heavily upon incorrect 


statements concerning distances, driving times, and projected road im- 
provements. 


LETTER FROM VIRGINIA COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS 


I would like the permission of the chairman to put General Ander- 
son’s letter on times and road improvements in the record. 
Senator Hottanp. That may be done. 


(The letter deferred to follows :) 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYs, 
Richmond, Va., July 11, 1957. 
Re Interstate System in the Washington metropolitan area. 
Mr. Henry J. Rois, 


Vice President, Fairfax Chamber of Commerce, 
Annandale, Va. 


Dear Mr. Rotrs: This is in reference to your letter of July 9, concerning cer- 
tain roads and interstate routes and highways in the Washington metropolitan 
area. 

It is noted that you have read the report of our consultants, Howard, Needles, 
Tammen & Bergendoff. I am attaching a statement of policy concerning this 
report, and a list of 19 projects on the interstate system to which the Commission 
has assigned early priority. 

Information on the specific questions which you have asked follows: 

(1) When will construction be commenced, and when is it anticipated to be 
completed on F. A. I. Route 105 between Centreville and Fairfax Circle? 

While this section of the interstate system is on our priority list the present 
road is a four-lane highway and for this reason we believe that this will be one of 
the last projects to be undertaken in the priority group. This group of projects 
will probably cover a 5- to 7-year period. 

(2) When is widening, strengthening and leveling of F. A. I. Route 105 be- 
tween Fairfax Circle and the Potomac River planned for completion? 

It is our desire to carefully study the interstate location between the Fairfax 
Circle and the Potomac River, and to carefully investigate possible alternate 
routes. There are a great many factors involved, including the proposed Potomac 
River crossing in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue. This section of the sys- 
tem will require a great deal of further study and a definite time for construction 
cannot now be determined. We believe that here again this may be in the latter 
portion of the first priority group. 

(3) What decision has been reached between the two alternatives of bypassing 
or tunneling under Fort Myer and Arlington National Cemetery? 

This location is between the Fairfax Circle and the Potomac River, and will 
be studied at the same time. We do not now have any plan for tunneling under 
Fort Myer, nor have we previously considered such a plan. 

(4) As part of this program, it is understood that F. A. I. 101 Shirley Highway 
(Route 350) is seheduled to be widened to six lanes. When is this work 
contemplated? 

Shirley Highway between the Pentagon network and Route 7 is under the 
jurisdiction of the’ Bureau of Public Roads. We have agreed to take this section 
over for maintenance provided that it is widened to six lanes. I understand 
that a bill is now in Congress to provide funds for this widening, and if the bill 
is passed by Congress, we believe that the actual widening will be started soon 
thereafter. From Route 7 south there is an indicated need for widening, but we 
do not believe that this will be done until the latter part of the 13-year interstate 

rogram. 

7 (5) When is the Washington circumferential route F. A. I. 113 scheduled for 
commencement and completion? 

Plans for the Washington circumferential are now in preparation and we hope 
to start a grading project sometime during 1957. The actual completion of the 
circumferential will depend, to a large extent, on the construction of Potomac 
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River Bridge at Cabin John by Maryland and the Jones Point Bridge by the 
Federal Government. We believe that some sections will be completed within, 
possibly, 2 to 2% years. 

We greatly appreciate your interest in this important road network. If we can 
be of further help, please feel free to call on us. 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
J. A. ANDERSON, Commissioner. 


NEW CIRCUMFERENTIAL HIGHWAY 


Mr. Rotrs. I would like now, also, briefly, to show the location on 
this map of the new circumferential highway which has been approved 
and according to State highway commissioner, General Anderson, all 
the contracts would be let this year, to connect the Shirley Highway 
connecting the Jones Point Bridge and the Cabin John Bridge and 
coming within 21% miles of the proposed Burke site which will cut in 
half the original 5-mile access road into the proposed Burke site and 
cut down tremendously the driving time from Washington to the 
Burke site. 

This circumferential road, as you can see, does not in any way shorten 
the distance or improve the traveling time to Chantilly from 
Washington. 

PROXIMITY OF SOUTHERN RAILROAD 


3. The Burke site has the further advantage of bordering on the 
main right-of-way of the Southern Railroad, permitting it to be 
served by high-speed, lightweight trains, operating into the airport 
on a spur line, and going directly to Union Station and downtown 
Washington. Running time would not be in excess of 15 to 20 minutes, 
and passengers would be discharged close to the Senate and House 
Office Buildings, downtown Government departments and public 
transportation to the entire area. Combined rail-air freight and 
express service could also be provided, and the mails expedited by 
such a project. 


DANGER OF WATER POLLUTION 


4. The Chantilly site lies in the area dividing the Broad and Bull 
Run watersheds. The northern portion drains into the Potomac, and 
the southern into Occoquan Creek. These streams are the water 
sources of most of the Washington metropolitan area, and any develop- 
ment of the Chantilly site will threaten pollution of the water supplies 
of the District and itsenvirons. This together with the great distances 
and lack of transportation, would appear to preclude industrial, busi- 
ness, and residential development in the airport area, and deprive Fair- 
fax County of the revenues which such development should produce. 
The Fairfax County Planning Commission, in its report, specifically 
states that the Chantilly area is “unsuitable” for such development. 
On the other hand, drainage from the Burke site is into Pohick Creek, 
and thence to the lower Potomac far below any drinking water sources. 

5. In contrast, the Burke site—while 3 miles or more outside the 
area of residential construction—is closer to metropolitan Washington, 
and offers the greatest possibility of effective industrial and business 
development. Close to the sources of labor, along the Southern Rail- 
road, and within a few miles of the Shirley Highway, it has all the 
advantages of transportation along the main arteries of commerce. 
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‘The new circumferential highway from Jones Point Bridge in Alex- 
‘andria to Cabin John m Maryland, will place the Burke site within 
convenient reach of Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties in Mary- 
Jand, permitting greater benefits to the residents, commerce, and in- 
dustry of these areas, too. 

I would like at this time to read a quotation of Senator Holland, 
ii I may, Mr. Chairman, which was made during the second supple- 
‘mental appropriation bill hearings held in 1957, in answer to com- 
ments made by myself: 


I think it shows very clearly what all of us know to be the fact, that the lo- 
cation of the airport there— 


meaning Burke— 


would be highly beneficial to the area in a dollars and cents way. It would 
create industry, it would create homes, it would create great values. You 
proved that rather extensively. 

And you compare it to the Miami situation in which exactly that same 
result has occurred. 

The question I would like to ask Mr. Chairman is whether that 
same statement would apply if the airport were built at Chantilly. 

Senator Hotitanp. Let me ask you a question right there: Are you 
adopting me as an expert in this matter? You might be going a little 
far. 

Mr. Rotrs. That question was rhetorical, sir. Answer it if you 
care to, 

6. Modern jets will cruise at close to 600 miles per hour. Scheduled 
flying times from points as far away as Chicago and St. Louis or 
Atlanta will be slightly over an hour. For passengers being met 
my families or business associates, this means that the wife must leave 
her home in Northwest Washington, for example, to drive to Chantilly 
at about the same time her husband boards his plane 600 to 800 miles 
away. As the speed of aircraft increases, ground transportation 
must keep pace. 

Senator Tuy. May I interrupt? 

Mr. Rotrs. Certainly, sir. 


PROBLEM OF HANDLING BAGGAGE AT ATRPORT 


Senator Tryr. Have you ever given a study as to how you can 
expedite getting your bag after you land at the airport? You have 
the time down from Chicago to Washington 1 hour. We are going to 
have to start looking for our baggage before we get to Washington 
if you are going to save time. 

Mr, Rours. I agree, Senator. That will be the next problem. 

Senator Tuyr. Otherwise we are going to have to change our mode 
of traveling and keep our baggage tucked under arm. 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ture. Because I wasted more time at National Airport 
waiting for my luggage. 

Mr. Rotrs. I have, too. 

Senator Tiryr. And I have lost more good patience than I thought 
was necessary trying to get my luggage, and if you could devote some- 
time to that question 
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Mr. Roxrs. We will be happy to take that on as the next project. 
T believe one part of your answer is the terrific congestion of Washing- 
ton that has caused the greatest waste of time. 

Senator Tuy. That is not it. It is just the time necessary to pick 
it out of the hold of the ship and get it on a cart and get it up an ele- 
vator and set it off and set it over in front of you. I have seen the sig- 
nals on indicating that there was a cart on the elevator and nobody 
was paying any attention to the lights. And you are going to have to 
get some little efficiency into that sort of an administrative function. 

Mr. Roxrs. I agree with you, Sir. ; 

Senator Ture. If you are going to make such an important point 
out of a couple of minutes on the distance of driving between two 
designated points. 

r. Rotrs. A matter of a couple of minutes, I would agree with 
you, sir. 

Senator Ture. I am just, in general, saying 2 minutes because you 
are now saying about 10 minutes distance to 1 area in relation to the 
distance in another area, but we may stand down there at 2 o’clock in 
the morning and wait for 20 minutes to get our baggage. 

Mr. Rotrs. If it were 1 or 2 minutes I do not think it would be much 
of a problem. I think it is considerably more than that as most of the 
testimony will bear out. 

Senator Tuyen. That was just the point of your testimony. But I 
could not help but bring in the fact. 

Mr. Roirs. I agree with you, Sir. 

‘ Senator Turn. The fact you spend so much time waiting for your 
ageage. 

Mr. Roxrs. The airlines have to streamline and improve in han- 
dling baggage. 

Senator Tuyr. That is right. I think they have to employ some 
efficiency engineers—and I am speaking to the Civil Aeronautics—to 
go into that phase of air transportation. 

Mr. Rotrs. I concur. 

I would like at this time to introduce a member of the Fairfax Plan- 
ning Commission, Mr. A, Slater Lamond, who has a minority report 
he would like to present. 


CouNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
STATEMENT OF A. SLATER LAMOND, MEMBER 


COMMISSION’S STUDY OF AIRPORT SITES IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 


Mr. Lamonp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

Iam A. Slater Lamond. I live at 1280 Fort Hunt Road, magisterial 
district, Mount Vernon. 

Senator HoLtanp. You also live in Mount Vernon? 

Mr. Lamonv. Mount Vernon district. 

And the report is dated on the 10th of July, addressed to the Honor- 
able Board of Fairfax County Supervisors. 

And in a word of explanation of this, I might say that our planning 
commission made a study of what was supposed to be the available 
sites for an airport in Fairfax County. [ asked to be included on 
that committee. But before they made the study they took a vote to 
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exclude Burke from the committee’s recommendations or even com- 
mittee study. 

Senator Hii How many members were there on the com- 
mission ¢ 

Mr. Lamonp. There are 12 members on our commission, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. And you dissented from the other 11? 

Mr. Lamonp. No, sir. 

There was, I think, the way I can recall the vote, it was 2 opposed 
to the reports, and there were 2 who did not vote, and I believe there 
were 8 that voted for it. 

Senator Hottanp. You were one of the two that opposed it—— 

Mr. Lamonp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Out of the 12. 

Mr. Lamonpn. And I was opposed to it primarily because of the fact 
of the arbitrary exclusion of the Burke site from their study because 
it was biased in that respect. Therefore, I did not serve on the com- 
mittee with other members of the planning commission. 

Senator Hotianp. Go ahead. 


MINORITY REPORT ON STUDY 


Mr. Lamonp. Thisis the report: 


In order to present what appears to be a minority opinion of the planning com- 
mission, and, one that a good many citizens of this county have already expressed 
themselves in favor of, I wish to go on record publicly as disagreeing with 
the arbitrary exclusion of the Burke site and the committee’s report approving 
the Chantilly location for the auxiliary airport site for the Washington metro- 
politan area. 

Senator Hottanp. The 8 members of the 12-member committee did 
approve Chantilly. _ 

Mr. Lamonp. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Go ahead. 

Mr. Lamonp. I believe that some of the opinions expressed herein 
are shared by other members of the commission : 


1. The committee’s report is based almost entirely on an outdated survey made 
by the CAA in 1951, and without reference to subsequent surveys and studies, 
which have substantially amended and updated the CAA recommendations. 

Senator Hotitanp. The CAA present tract is about 214 miles away 
from the old tract, is it? 

Mr. Lamonp. That is exactly right. And that is the reason we feel 
it was not a fair approach to the roblem. 

Senator Hottanp. You felt like they should not have moved the 
Chantilly site 214 miles. , 335 


NO CONSIDERATION OF BURKE SITE 


Mr. Lamonp. No, sir. The planning commission’s study in the 
1951 report had not moved it, but they since moved it. 

Senator Hotitanp. All right; go ahead. 

Mr. Lamonp (reading) : 

2. The committee’s report is grossly deficient in that it fails completely to con- 


sider the Burke site, and to make a full and objective comparison of the two sites 
from the county’s point of view. 


3. The views of citizens groups and interested business and civic groups in the 
county were not solicited. 
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4. Other governmental jurisdictions in northeyn Virginia have a major in. 
terest in the airport, and were not afforded an opportunity to present their views, 

5. The estimates of distance and driving time used in the report are inaccurate’ 
and at variance with those established by the AAA in a survey conducted June 
26, 1957.. Actual driving time to Chantilly is much greater than shown and 
substantially in excess of the time from Burke. 

6. Data concerning projected highway improvements minimizes the difficulties 
and expense of these improvements, and ignores the fact that such improvements 
are not programed for completion until years after the airport is in operation. 

7. The proposed Chantilly site as shown in the committee’s report is not that 
which was proposed by the CAA. 


PROPOSED CHANTILLY SITE NOT RECENT CHOICE 


Senator Hotianp. You mean in 1951 or now? 

Mr. Lamonp. Now. 

Senator Hotianp. It is the one that was proposed by them in 1951, 
is it not? 

Mr. Lamonp. Yes. [Reading:] 


The committee’s location placed the airport in close proximity to the Chantilly 
community in violation of the airport design recommendations of the Presi- 
dent’s (Doolittle) Commission and the CAA requirements. 

8. The proposed CAA location of thé Chantilly site is substantially in Loudoun 
County (CAA 1955 report, map p. 7), thereby threatening the loss of business 
development and tax revenues to Loudoun County ‘with its lower tax rate, com- 
plicating airport administration, and forcing sharing of airport profits with an- 
other jurisdiction. 


Senator Hotitanp. Your objection is to the new CAA location, is 
that it? 

Mr. Lamonp. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. Go ahead. 


OBJECTIONS TO CHANTILLY SITE 
Mr. Lamonp (reading) : 


9. The Chantilly area drains into both the Potomac and Occoquan Créek 
(through Cub and Bull Run). Industrial development in this area would pollute. 
the drinking water supplies of the entire area drawing water from the Potomac 
and Occoquan Creek, and is not compatible with overall county planning. The 
county may therefore be deprived of the benefits and tax revenues of business 
development in the airport area. 

Senator Hottanp. The original site designated by CAA does not 
drain into the upper Potomac, does it? 

Mr. Lamonp. I did not get that. 


Senator Hoxtanp. The original CAA site does not drain into the 
upper Potomac? Does it? 
Mr. Lamonp. I feel it does; yes, sir. 


Senator Hottanp. My understanding is that it is south of there, but 
go ahead. 
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Mr. Lamonp (reading) : 


10. Chantilly will result in greater dislocation of families in the airport site 
and in greater interference with existing land use than the Burke area. The 
Chantilly area is one of the best farming and grazing sections of this county, 
while the Burke site is virtually all in nonproductive scrub woods. 

11. The hazard and nuisance of the airport are grossly overemphasized by 
the committee in its comparison of the number of persons living within 5 miles 
of the airport sites. So large an area is well outside of the limits prescribed by 
the President’s Commission, and if applied to National Airport would show sev- 
eral hundred thousand people living within 5 miles of this airport, an area which 


would embrace almost all of Arlington and Alexandria, downtown Washington, 
and Georgetown. 


12. I would also like to point out that the Government has already procured 
nearly 1,000 acres of land in the Burke area and spent considerable time and 


money on engineering to the extent that it would take an additional year of 
work if any other site is selected. 


NECESSITY FOR PRESENTING ALL FACTS 


Finally, I believe that a matter of such importance to the future 
development, progress, and growth of Fairfax County deserves com- 
plete and comprehensive study by the board of supervisors, and re- 
spectfully urge that a full and proper public hearing be held in order 
that all the facts can be brought out prior to any consideration of the 
airport matter by this board. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Lamond, how are the members of the Plan- 
ning Commission designated, elected, or appointed ? 

Mr. Lamonp. Appointed by the Supervisor. 

Senator Hotzanp. And I believe you said the 2 did not declare 
themselves—2 voted against it, 2 voted for Burke, and 8 voted against 
Burke; is that right ? 

Mr. Lamonp. Well, let us put it this way: The committee’s report 
as presented to the Planning Commission, 8 members of the Planning 
Commission voted for it, 2 voted against it, and 2 did not vote. 

Senator Hotianp. And the report was for Chantilly. 

Mr. Lamonp. That is right. 

All right, sir. 


COMPARISON OF DISTANCES FROM SITES 


Mr. Rotrs. I will continue with my statement. 

I would like to present a comparison of the distances from down- 
town to the airports serving the major cities of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I would lke to submit for the record the comparison 


of the distances from downtown to airports serving major United 
States cities, data from airline timetables. 


Senator Hottanp. That may be done. 
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(The information follows :) 


Comparison of distances from downtown to airports serving major United States cities 


City 


AlPuquerque, N. Mex 
Atlanta, Ga 
Baltimore, Md 
Birmingham, Ala 

B: st n, Mass 
Chicago, Tl 


Cosa, fee 


Dallas, Tex 
Detroit, Mich 
Fort Worth, Tex 


aS iccenciwacecane 
5) eee 


Jacks nville, Fla_- 
Kansas City, Mo. 
Little Reck, Ark 

Los Angeles, Calif 


Memphis, Tenn 
Minmi, Fla 
Minneapolis, Minn 
New Orleans, La 
New York City, N. Y 


Philadelphia, Pa 


PitabOtgh, PS. «ss -o- es ss sbi 


Providence, R. I 
Richmon, Va 
St. Louis, Mo 


Tulsa, Okla 
Washington, D. C 


[Data from airline timetables] 


Friendship International 
Municipal 

Logan International 

O’ Hare Field 

Midway Airport... 


Cleveland Hopkins Municipal 


Love Field 


Amon Carter Field 
International Airport 
Hawkins Airport___- 


Municival 

Municipal 

Los Angeles International 
Burbank 

Municipal 

36th St. International 
Wold Chamberlain 
Moisant International 


Philadelphia International 
Greater Pittsburgh ..____- 
Rhode Island State 


Tampa International 
Municipal 

National 

Proposed Burke 
Proposed Chantilly 
Proposed Baltimore 


DETROIT’S WILLOW RUN AIRPORT 


Mr. Rotrs. Let me read a few: 


The only major airport in this country as far out as Chantilly would be is 
The distance to this airport has been a constant 
source of controversy and public dissatisfaction, as Senator Potter can well 
attest, even though it is served by one of the finest expressways direct to down- 
town. We do not want Washington’s second airport to become another Willow 


Detroit’s Willow Run Airport. 


Run. 


Distance 


- 


9 miles southwest. 
11 miles s. uthwest. 
5 miles northeast, 

3 miles east. 

23 miles nerthwest. 
1034 miles s uthwest., 
14 miles s uthwest. 
7 miles n-rthwest. 
31 miles west. 

19 miles east. 

10 miles s -utheast, 


----| 434 miles west. 


8 miles n°rth. 

144 miles northwest. 
214 miles s.utheast. 
14 miles s-uthwest. 
15 miles nerthwest. 
9 miles s~-uth. 

7 miles northwest. 

9 miles west. 

13 miles west. 

8% miles northeast. 
13 miles southwest. 
15 miles southeast. 
7 miles southwest. 
16 miles northwest, 
614 miles south. 

7% miles east. 

15% miles northwest, 
13 miles southeast. 
13% wiles. 

6% miles northwest. 
7 miles northeast. 
414 miles south. 

19.1 miles southwest, 
27.5 miles west. 

32 miles northeast, 


—, 


DELAY ENSUING FOR SITES OTHER THAN BURKE 


8.. Also to be considered is the further delay which will ensue if a site other 
than Burke is selected. The CAA would have to start virtually from scratch 
with engineering, detail surveys, condemnation suits, and so forth. Meanwhile, 
the hazard over Washington would increase. 

9. A final point to consider is that, contrary to many statements—and you can 


check this by flying over, or driving around the area: 


(a) Burke is thinly populated, averaging one-tenth of a person per acre. 
Dense development is confined to the area at least 4 miles from the proposed 
Burke site. Less than 20 percent of the area is open—the rest is woods and 


scrub timber. 


(b) Chantilly, on the other hand, is in the heart of Fairfax’s most prosperous 
farmland. Bighty percent of the area is cleared and under cultivation. Density 
of population is far higher, and is uniform throughout the area. Many fine new 


expensive estate-type homes are being built within a mile of the airport site, 
and older homes restored; 200 residents, in a mass meeting 2 weeks ago ex- 
pressed emphatic opposition to the Planning Commission’s Chantilly recommen- 
dation. 





ore 


= 


"er 


> 
n- 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 607 


Mr. Rotrs. In summary, Burke is the best place for the airport from 
the viewpoint of both the technical experts, the flying public, and the 
citizens of Fairfax County. The Burke location has been endorsed 
by the National Capital Planning Commission, and by Fairfax 
Renta’s own planning consultant, Francia Dodd McHugh. 


CONTRAST IN SUPPORT FOR SITES 


Not one single citizen’s group, business organization, or public body 
other than the Planning Commission supports the Chantilly site. The 
Fairfax County Board itself refused to even consider this Commis- 
sion’s report, and instead unanimously voted to table it without even 
reading it. 

Burke, on the other hand, is supported by the President of the United 
States, approved by the technical experts of the CAA acting pursuant 
to the law, endorsed by the Federation of Citizens’ Associations, and 
by its member associations. Burke has been backed by the aviation 
ees airline employees groups comprising 5,000 Virginia families, 
the Airline Pilots Association, who fly our Nation’s airlines, and who 
know best the hazards of congested airways and airports, the Civil Air 
Patrol, and by the owners and operators of corporate aircraft through 
the National Business Aircraft Association. 

Further, Burke has the complete support of the five Washington and 
metropolitan area newspapers—The Star, Post, News, Northern Vir- 
ginia Sun and Fairfax Sun-Echo. The Burke Airport is favored by 
every businessman’s organization and chamber of commerce in north- 
ern Virginia, and by the Washington Board of Trade as well. And 
finally, the prompt construction of Burke has been demanded by over 
11,000 northern Virginia residents, homeowners, and voters who have 
signed petitions citing its benefits to the community and requesting its 
approval. 

Fain deeply appreciative of the opportunity to appear here before 
you today, and to state that, based on the fact-finding work of our 
citizens’ Committee for Burke Airport, and the polls, petitions, and 
other expressions of public opinion, we are convinced that the Burke 
Airport is vitally necessary to the Washington metropolitan area, that 
it will make a great economic contribution to our community, and 
that our citizens want and will welcome its construction. 

Senator Horianp. Thank you very much for your statement. I 
have a question or two I want to ask you, Mr. Rolfs. 

Mr. Rolfs, I understand you live in Arlington, but you own property 
out around the Burke Airport, is that correct? 


PURCHASE OF PROPERTY NEAR BURKE 


Mr. Rotrs. Sir, in January of 1955, after our committee had organ- 
ized and we held our first debate at Garfield School in January of that 
year, I debated the Burke Airport with Harold Howe who was the 
chairman of the Committee for the Relocation of the Burke Airport. 
He stated that the major objection of their committee against Burke 
was that it would depreciate land values around the airport. I be- 
lieved he was wrong. So, subsequent to that meeting I looked around 
and several months later I did purchase a piece of property a half a 
mile from the Burke site. 


93207—57——_39 
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Senator Tuyr. How many acres? 

Mr. Rours. 125 acres within half a mile of the Burke site. 

Senator Hotuanp. That.is the Daniel tract? 

Mr. Rotrs. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Horianp. That was 126.43 acres? 

Mr. Rotrs. That is approximately correct. 

Senator Hotitanp. Then you bought another tract, a small tract 
from one R. A. Marshall adjoining that, did you not ? 

Mr. Rotrs. That was just a couple acres to give a little more road 
frontage to the Daniel tract. 

Senator Hottanp. Then you bought another tract from Max W. 
Ewell? 

Mr. Rours. Yes, sir. My masonry subcontractor had a deposit on 
a piece of property and he asked me—— 

Senator Hotuanp, 72 acres, was it not? 

Mr. Rours. Actually, 65. And that is within the airport site as it 
is presently laid out. 

Siator Hotxianp, You bought within 72 acres—— 

Mr. Rotrs. That was about a year ago. You have the date there, 
I do not remember. 

Senator Hotianp. I have the date; February 5, 1955. Maybe that 
is not right, but that is what the records indicate. And they say 72 
acres, and that is inside the Burke Airport site, and the other 120-—— 

Mr. Rotrs. 126. 

Senator Hotianp. Plus is within a half mile or less. 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. I bought both pieces, because I was of the 
conviction that the Burke Airport would definitely improve property 
values, such as happened in your delightful State when property values 
increased in the Miami Airport area. 

Senator Hotianp. Now, the Ewell tract, with the other one you 
mentioned, covers all of your purchases in and around the Burke Air- 
port. 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotxanp. I noticed that, in the case of the first tract men- 
tioned, apparently you paid $5,000 down and have a deed of trust of 
$40,000 which is outstanding; is that correct? 

Mr. Rotrs. That sounds approximately right. 


PURCHASE ON SPECULATIVE BASIS 


Senator Horzianp. Was the other tract bought the same way; ona 
speculative basis, with a small downpayment and a deed of trust? 

Mr. Rotrs. Well, I would say you buy land based on a calculated 
risk. I believe it was a good investment, regardless of whether the 
airport goes in or not. ‘That is the first piece. The second piece, I 
think, is a good investment, whether the airport goes in or not. 

Senator Hoizanp. So, you are living in Arlington Towers, buying 
these tracts in and around Burke Airport since this question was 
raised, been chairman of the committee to create Burke Airport out 
in Fairfax County; is that correct? 

Mr. Roxrs. Sir, to keep the record correct, I have lived in Fairfax 
a good number of years, and I am a registered voter and taxpayer in 
Fairfax County. In fact, Arlington Towers happens to be 2 miles 
from the end of the runway at National. So, I am certainly very 
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close to a major airport. The planes do not bother our residents, let 
us say, more than a minor degree; in fact, Senator Potter also made 
that same statement. He lives in the same apartment. 

Senator Tuy. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hottanp. Senator Thye. 

Senator Ture. Did you have any construction contracts in connec- 
tion with the Arlington Towers? 

Mr. Rotrs. No, sir. I am a home-residence builder and not an 
apartment or commercial builder. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not own any of these other tracts which 
show your name in connection with them of one kind or another in 
that Fairfax County area? 


OTHER PROPERTY OWNED BY WITNESS 


Mr. Rorrs. I own some other property in Fairfax County; yes, sir, 
but not near the Burke site. 

Senator Hotianp. Springfield; is that the tract you own? 

Mr. Roxrs. No, sir. I said the Daniel tract, the first one you men- 
tioned, is almost directly north of the Burke site, and Springfield is 
east. 

Senator Hotxanp. That is a half mile. You do own several tracts 
in Fairfax County? 

Mr. Rotrs. Other than those two? 

Senator Hotzanp. Yes. 

Mr. Rotrs. I own approximately five tracts altogether. 

Senator Hottanp. And their distance from the Burke Airport is 
what ? 

Mr. Rotrs. The other tract is—there is one in Mount Vernon, I 
say about 5 miles from the Burke tract. By air, the Mount Vernon 
district is 4, 5 miles from the Burke site. ‘There is another piece of 
property in Dranesville—I think it is Dranesville, between Herndon 
and Vienna—which I would say might be benefited by the Chantilly 
airport as it is much closer to the Chantilly site. 

Senator Hotitanp. You are now supporting Chantilly? 

(No response.) 

Senator Hortzianp. All right; where’s the other one? 

Mr. Rotrs. Let us see. The other one is just over the Fairfax 
County line in Loudoun County. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rotrs. Would you care to have the Virginia Airport Authority 
recommendations presented to your committee ? 

Senator Horianp. I think so. We would like to have that. 

Mr. Rotrs. Mr. Magruder would like to read Senator Fenwick’s 
report. 


Senator Hottanp. We would certainly be glad to hear from him. 
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VIRGINIA LEGISLATIVE ArRPoRT Stupy COMMISSION 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES R. FENWICK, CHAIRMAN, PRESENTED BY 
J. MAYNARD MAGRUDER, MEMBER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Macruper. Mr. Chairman: 

My name is J. Maynard Magruder, and I am a resident of Arlington 
County, a member of the Virginia Airport Facilities Study Commis- 
sion. 

On behalf of the Virginia Airport Facilities Study Commission I 
wish to thank Senator Holland for his invitation to appear here today. 
Senator Charles Fenwick, as chairman, and I previously appeared 
before the subcommittee and these remarks are in the nature of a sup- 
plemented progress report of the activities of the Virginia Airport 
Study Commission rather than repeating statements heretofore made, 


COMMISSION REPORT 


Since our last appearance before this subcommittee, the Virginia 
Airport Study Commission has completed its hearings and has 
adopted the following resolution: 


The Commission is in favor of the establishment of a public airport authority 
for the State of Virginia, subject to the working out of details as to method of 


financing, composition, and powers of the authority and the protection of such 
local interests as may be involved. 


The division of statutory research and drafting of the Virginia 
Legislature is engaged in preparing a report and suggested legisla- 
tion. The proposed legislation would be submitted for enactment to 
the general assembly in January 1958. No airport authority could be 
created until such legislation is enacted. In addition, a finance com- 
mittee, composed of representatives of various Virginia bonding 
houses, has been formed as advisers to the study commission. 


OBJECTIVE OF COMMISSION 


We would like to emphasize that our study commission is primarily 
concerned with the desirability of creating a statewide public airport 
authority and not one dealing with a particular locality, for the oper- 
ation of a particular airport. Should an airport authority be author- 
ized by the General Assembly of Virginia, it conceivably would be in- 
terested in taking over and operating an existing airport, but we are 
confident that it would not be interested in constructing an airport for 
the Nation’s Capital. 

The Virginia Airport Study Commission, because of its limited au- 
thority, has not recommended any particular site for a supplementary 
airport to serve the Nation’s Capital. It has concluded that, unless a 
supplementary airport is located in northern Virgina, there would be 
little chance of a Virginia Airport Authority taking over and operating 
the national airport, since both airports must be operated by the same 
authority in view of the necessity to coordinate flight patterns, sched- 
ules, and the like. 
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QUESTION OF STATE AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


It has been suggested that, if the Virginia State Airport Authority 
is created, it acquire, by purchase, the National Airport and construct 
asupplementary airport, which construction would be subsidized by an 
appropriation from Congress. In discussing this proposal informally 
with members of the Virginia Study Commission, we have gained the 
definite impression that the commission members are not in favor of 
the State of Virginia or a State authority constructing an airport for 
the Nation’s Capital. It is the feeling of the commission that the neces- 
sity for a supplementary airport is created through the desire of thou- 
sands and thousands of citizens from all over the Nation to visit the 
National Capital ; or, through the necessity of transacting business with 
the seat of Government. It is the feeling of the commission that only 
a small percentage of the airline passengers come from northern 
Virginia. 

Should the Federal Government proceed with its present plan to 
construct a supplementary airport in Virginia closely adjacent to the 
National Airport, we are sure that a statewide airport authority, if 
created by the 1958 session of the general assembly, would be definitely 
interested in a proposal to take over and operate both airports. This, 
of course, is contingent upon a satisfactory arrangement being worked 
out with the Department of Commerce and subject to approval by 
Congress. 


STATE AUTHORITY WOULD BENEFIT FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


It is our personal belief that the acquisition of the National Air- 
port and that of a completed supplementary airport, by a State 
authority, would be of material benefit to the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government would have discharged its obligation to 
the people of the United States by providing adequate airport facili- 
ties for the Nation’s Capital and would be relieved of operation of a 
Federal airport. 

Using the depreciated value of $11.5 millions for the National Air- 
port, which is the figure suggested by Dr. James Buckley in Wash- 
ington Supplementary Airport Report to Commerce Department 
(dated December 1955); and assuming that this would be paid back 
in its entirety to the Federal Government, the Government would 
be substantially ahead. It must be borne in mind that, of the total 
amount of the little over $32 million spent on the National Airport, 
$17 millions came from work programs which were never intended to 
be paid back by any community. In addition, the National Airport 
has paid back to the Federal Government through earnings, nearly 
$17 millions. If the authority acquired the supplementary airport 
for one-half its cost, it would be in line with the Federal airport pro- 
gram which grants Federal assistance up to 50 percent of the allow- 
able cost of developing civilian airport facilities. 


FEDERALLY BUILT AIRPORTS 
It has been stated that the Federal Government has never built 


a civilian airport in the continental United States. This is true, but 
it has built 2 in Alaska and 1 in Puerto Rico. In the case of the air- 
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port in Puerto Rico, it was turned over, without any compensation 
to the Puerto Rican government. If there was justification for 
building these airports, there would appear to be equal justification 
in constructing the supplementary airport where it would serve 
citizens from all over the United States who are desirous of v isiting 
the Nation’s Capital. Congress has already established a precedent 
by appropriating and spending over a million dollars at the Burke 
site. In essence, the Federal Government has done the same thing 
under the provisions of the Surplus Property Act of 1944. Examples 
are as follows: 

1. Richard E. Byrd Airport, Richmond, Va.; 915 acres and im- 
provements valued at approximately $5,368,000 were transferred to 
the city of Richmond. 

2. Greenbrier Air Field, White Sulphur Springs, W. Va.: 300 
acres and improvements thereon valued at $421,000 were transferred 
to the town of White Sulphur Springs, W. Va. 

3. Pompano Beach Municipal Airport, Pompano Beach, Fla.: 
i 036 acres and improvements valued at $576,000 were transferred to 
the city of Pompano Beach. 

4, O'Hare Field International Airport, Chicago, Tll.: 1,075 acres 
and improvements valued at $3,477,000 were transferred to the city 
of Chicago. 

5. 5. Sturgis Municipal Airport, Sturgis, Ky.: 1,307 acres and im- 
provements values at $2,417,000 were transferred to the Union County 
Air Board at Morganfield, Ky. 

It is our understanding that Miami International Airport was also 
turned over in its entirety to the Dade County Authority. It is true 


that a great deal of local money was spent to convert these military 
fields to civilian use, but the fact remains that they were constructed 
by the Federal Government. 


STATE AUTHORITY OPERATION POSSIBLE 


Should the Federal Government proceed to construct a supple- 
mentary airport in Virginia closely adjacent to the National Airport, 
we are sure that a statewide airport authority would be definitely 
interested in the possibility of taking over and operating the two air- 
ports. We urge, however, that Congress not wait until such an au- 
thority is created and then hope that the State authority would un- 
doréak e to construct an airport of this magnitude for the Nation’s 

Capital. We need not point out to this committee the difficulty of 
financing an airport of this size through the issuance of bonds of a 
public authority in the hope that Congress might pass a special ap- 
propriation to assist such construction. 

The uncertainty of such a proposal could result in delay which 
might cause a terrific air catastrophe. It is our feeling that to delay 
the construction of a supplementary airport can only be construed 
as a disservice to the people of the United States. 


APPROPRIATIONS RECOM MENDED 


It is our sincere hope that this subcommittee of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee will recommend favorably the appropriation 
of the necessary funds for the immediate construction of a supplemen- 
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tary airport in Virginia, and that the Congress will take favorable 
ion at this session. 
Paimce the Civil Aeronautics Authority has carefully reviewed the 
sites and recommends that the supplementary airport be located at 
Burke, we, as individual residents of northern Virginia, urge’ that; 
the Congress concur in the selection of Burke as the airport’s site. 
Senator Fenwick and I, as.individuals and not on behalf of the 
Commission, urge that Congress concur. in the selection of Burke 
as the airport site. ; 
Senator Hotianp, You are not urging the fact that this Nation 
has on many instances turned over military airports to towns,or to. 
other public units, military airports, whose use for military purpoi 
was abandoned, as the precedent for the Nation investing $50 million 
or $60 million here in a new airport to. turn. over to the State of 
Virginia, are you? 


QUESTION OF PRECEDENT IN OPERATION 


Mr. Macruper. Not as a precedent, exactly, Senator, but certainly 
there is not a great deal of difference between spending the money 
for those military airports and then turning them over at a very 
nominal figure and filling the needs of the Nation. As a whole to 
build an airport today, we cannot meet the costs of years ago on’ the 
one hand, and we must meet the costs as they exist today on the other. 

Senator Hotianp. I do not think the State of Virginia would be 
interested in meeting any portion of'the costs of an airport, not- 
withstanding the fact that the populations in Alexandria, Arlington, 
Falls Church, and Fairfax would all use such an airport. 


POPULATION TO USE AIRPORT 


Mr. Macruper. I think their use would be very small as compared 
with the use of the airport. The number of persons using it for most 
communities would be practically nil, as to the number of people 
there. 

Senator Hottanp. The combined populations of those communities 
is something like 200,000. 

Mr. Macruper. Yes; Arlington is about 165,000 and Fairfax is 
probably 130,000 or 140,000. So you have a population in the area 
of close onto 500,000. 

Senator Hotianp. 300,000 to 500,000, somewhere around there. 

Mr. MAcruper. The majority of whom work for the Federal Gov- 
ernment_and probably do such traveling as for the most part. they 
may do for departments. 

Senator Horttanp. Any other communties of that size in the 
United States in order to get air facilities would have to put up under 
standing law a sizable part of the construction costs. 

Mr. Macrvper. Yes, sir; they: would have to put up 50 percent of it. 

Senator Horianp. Of course, you know that the suggestion of the 
Secretary of Commerce is that under the facts prevailing here that 
he feels the Federal Government would be justified putting up more 
than the customary part of the construction costs. 

Mr. Macruprr. Yes; I understand that, Senator, they would put 
up more than that. 
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Senator Horzanp. Your position indicates that you do not think 
400,000 or 500,000 people, whatever it is in Virginia, should be called 
upon to put up any of the construction costs, is that right? 

Mr. Macruper. I do not believe I made that statement, Senator. 
I spoke here of satisfactory arrangements being worked out. If an 
Airport Authority were created and they took over National and any 
other supplementary airport that is created after it was built, there 
would necessarily be some additional funds that would have to be 
raised in some fashion. And I am inclined to prefer that the terms 
of such an authority would permit them in one fashion or another to 
raise the necessary money through bond issues and some other 
fashion to raise the necessary money to meet whatever difference 
there was between actual total costs and the moneys that were made 
available by the Federal Government. 


NO STATE PARTICIPATION IN CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Hotzianp. But they should not participate in construction, 
even though on a preferred basis as compared with other communities 
in the Nation ? 

Mr. Maeruper. No, sir. I do not think that we should participate 
in the construction of something of this magnitude without having 
all the details nailed down. 

Senator Horianp. Of course, I thoroughly agree that you should 
know what the details are, and I would assume that any program 
that you entered into would be known in its detail, but I cannot follow 
you in your feeling that with that many American people in the area 
they should not have a part in the meeting of requirements which is 
theirs as well as others in connection with the building of an airport 
here in the Washington vicinity. 

Well, we have now come along pretty late. If you folks will stay 
here for an additional hour, we will bring it to an end. 


Now we will hear from the opponents of the Burke Airport. 
Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
Senator Horzanp. The first witness will be Mrs. Ann Wilkins. 


Mrs. Wilkins, I am sorry we are late, but we will try to make as much 
headway as we can. 


All right, Mrs. Wilkins, proceed with your statement. 
OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ANNE WILKINS, MEMBER, FAIRFAX COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS, AND OF THE FAIRFAX COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mrs. Wirxins. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement, which 
I will not read. I will present this for the record. 

Senator Hortuanp. That is the full statement ? 

Mrs. Wirxrins. Yes. sir. 

Senator Hotianp. It may be received and printed. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


Gentlemen, I have been a member of the Fairfax County Board of County 
Supervisors and of the Fairfax County Planning Commission since 1952. I am 
not here to oppose a second Washington Airport. To the contrary I believe that 
a supplemental airport is desperately needed. 

I am, however, opposed to the appropriation presently requested. I believe 
that the Congress is being asked to spend an unnecessary $15 to $16 millions of 
tax funds simply because CAA and the Air Transport Association selected the 
Burke site in 1951 and flatly refuse to seriously consider an alternative site 
which actually would be more satisfactory, both at present and in the years to 
come. 

It should be remembered that we are not building this airport just for today 
or tomorrow but rather for the unbelievable future as well. While CAA talks 
in terms of 3 years for construction of the initial phases, all of us know well 
that, Federal agencies being what they are, there probably will no airport in 
being for at least 5 years. Mr. Joseph Freehill, speaking for the Fairfax Board 
of Supervisors, has pointed out to the Congress the many drastic changes which 
have taken place in “fabulous Fairfax” during the 7 years since Burke was first 
selected. It may well be that there are still only 3 persons to the acre in the 
area within the Burke site, directly attributable to present lack of public 
facilities in the watershed in which the site is located, but it. is also true that 
there are 34,000 people living today within 5 miles off the site, many of them 
constituents of mine in the Mason magisterial district of the county. 

It is only proper for the CAA and the ATA to wish to build the new airport 
as close to Washington as reasonably possible. In remaining adamant on 
Burke, despite radically changed conditions since 1951, however, they have 
blindly ignored other important future needs of the metropolitan area of which 
both Washington and Fairfax County are a part. Surprisingly they have even 
ignored the latest recommendations of the Presidential committee of experts 
who have studied the problems of airport facilities planning from the point 
of view of aircraft safety and who have flatly stated that new airports with 
parallel runways should be at least 16 miles apart. Burke and National are 
less than 4 miles apart, center to center. If one logically assumes that the 
Curtis report means that the parallel runways extended should be 16 miles 
apart then the distance between the National and Burke Airports would be 
considerably less than the recommended figure. 


CAA FACTS NOT RECENT 


It will be noticed that the CAA is still depending upon a 1951 approval of 
the National Capital Planning Commission as one of its supporting factors; 
1951 was apparently the last time that planning agency was contacted on the 
matter, as certainly has been the case with the Fairfax County Planning Com- 
mission. This might, conceivably, meet the letter of the law with respect to 
consultation with local agencies, but it certainly does not satisfy the legislative 
intent of the Congress when the consultation requirement was enacted. It would 
seem only equitable to at least discuss the matter again, now that jet transports 
are commercially anticipated as the principal users of the new airport. In 
Fairfax County the planners, as distinguished from the experts at CAA, have 
learned a great deal since 1951, at least with regard to economical use of the 
land in Fairfax County. 

You and I as representatives of a constituency, from the smallest local unit 
in my case (about 30,000 people) to the largest national unit, in your case, are 
equally responsible to the people for all phases of the future development of 
the Nation’s Capital. We cannot limit our responsibilities only to those dealing 
with transportation facilities even though those facilities, of which an airport 
is one type, are vitally important to the Capital’s future. Transportation facili- 
ties, however, must be coordinated with other equally important area needs 
such as schools, roads, homes, sewer, water, and similar public facilities, 


PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE 


We all know that the increasing birth rate and the lure of metropolitan com- 
munities is causing rapid expansion of population in all of the Nation’s metro- 
politan areas. Washington, D. C. is no exception. Its population has increased 
by 500,000 since 1950. Fairfax County, the newest frontier of snburbia, has 








616 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


doubled its population since 1950. We must recognize the fact that this popu- 
lation trend will continue. Researchers have stated recently that by the year 
2000 the eastern seaboard will be a solid urban mass from New York City to 
the southern tip of Fairfax County. The Washington Board of Trade estimates 
a metropolitan area population of 4 million by the year 2000. Senators, it will 
be no easy task to house these people satisfactorily and to provide for them 
adequate public services, such as sewer and water. Fairfax County alone has 
invested $50 million on school buildings and $20 million on a sewer system since 
1950. Our resources, like the Nation’s, are not unlimited. It will take all the 
know-how available to us to even partially succeed—most of all, however, it 
will require careful long-range planning. 

Gentlemen, I say to you—this is more than a simple case of locating an airport 
where it will be most convenient to the air traveler, important though each 
traveler may be. This is a question of how to properly locate such a vital trans- 
portation facility so as not to seriously jeopardize the local government’s ability 
to provide the other needed community facilities. 


EFFECTS ON DEVELOPMENT OF WATERSHED 


In the process of study leading toward adoption of a master plan for future 
development of Fairfax County, the Fairfax County Planning Commission made 
a study of the watersheds of the county to determine the possible effects of 
intense development in each watershed on stream pollution and the metropolitan 
area water supply. The result of the study was to set up a priority system for 
watershed development, based upon the economic feasibility of providing sanitary 
sewer facilities and of protecting the public health by guarding the potential 
water supply and preventing stream pollution. 

Obviously the watershed flowing into the Potomac above the District of Co- 
lumbia water intake, which will inevitably become the principal source of water 
for the vast majority of the metropolitan area, is the area in which development 
must be most restricted. Sanitary engineers tell us that not only the sewage 
effluent, treated or untreated, from high-density areas, but also storm water 
runoff from these areas seriously affect the potability of water. 

There are two other watersheds in Fairfax County which presently serve 
as sources of water supply. Occoquan supplies Alexandria and a large part of 
Fairfax County. Accotink supplies Fort Belvoir. This leaves Cameron (Holmes 
Run, Tripps Run and Back Lick Run), Pimmit and Pohick watersheds open 
and available for intensive residential development. Cameron, Pimmit, and 
part of Accotink are sewered, or being sewered, under the current $20 million 
sewer program, Development in these areas is expected to reach the saturation 
point before 1980. This will leave only the Pohick watershed open for future 
intensive development. Actually it is the only remaining watershed in which sat- 
isfactory sanitary sewer facilities can be provided economically for high-density 
residential development even without regard to protection of area water supply. 
Trunk and collector sewers can be installed at reasonable cost to serve the entire 
watershed with a disposal plant on the Potomac where it will not interfere with 
anybody’s water supply. 

A large subdivision of 900 houses is in the planning stage just over the ridge in 
the Accotink watershed. One area of 1,100 acres in the upper Pohick watershed 
has been purchased for subdivision recently and is awaiting only sewer facilities 
before it gets underway. There are many other smaller-scale projects on various 
stages of completion within the general area. 


AIRPORT ZONING RECOMMENDATIONS 


On the basis of the airport zoning recommendations of the Doolittle report, 
which incidentally was made before the advent of commercial jet airliners, the 
construction of an airport would render approximately 11,000 acres unusable 
for residential development. This area would embrace almost all of the Pohick 
watershed, together with part of the upper Accotink watershed, which is already 
sewered. Of course the Doolittle report may be ignored by the CAA, as was the 
Curtis report of more recent date, but Fairfax County expects to follow its 
recommendations with respect to zoning, 

Certainly this much acreage should not be taken out of use for economical 
future residential development so sorely needed in this metropolitan region 
unless there is no reasonably adequate alternative airport site available. 
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The Fairfax County Planning Commission, following a study by its airport 
committee, of which I was chairman, is of the opinion that not only is a good 
alternative available in Fairfax County but that at Chantilly there is a site 
which is both preferable and cheaper, both to acquire and to construct. 

With your permission I would ask you to look at Chantilly for a moment. I 
eall attention to the fact that when I refer to Chantilly I mean the site studied 
by CAA in 1951, C1-T1, which lies directly north and west of the Chantilly inter- 
section of United States Route No. 50 and State Route No. 657. Apparently the 
CAA, as of August 8, 1957, unbeknownst to any but CAA personnel, has moved 
the site 2.6 miles farther north and west from the Washington National Airport, 
which curiously is just enough to place it in another watershed, one which drains 
into the Potomac above the District of Columbia water supply intake rather than 
into Cub Run which drains into Occoquan as the original location would have 
done. The new site is also less favorable as to terrain, having been moved into 
an area of granite outcropping and with definitely less favorable soil conditions. 
Additionally CAA proposed 7 miles of access roads for this recently selected site 
at Chantilly. Personally this would seem to me to be going to great lengths to 
justify an error of judgment but I cannot find any other logical reason for the 
secretive change of site from Chantilly to Arcola. 


ADVANTAGES OF CHANTILLY SITE 


The Chantilly site I ask you to look at, and the one which the Fairfax County 
Planning Commission committee studied, is the one which in 1951 was picked by 
CAA as their second choice only because of its “inaccessibility.” The CAA, in 
1951, found that Chantilly was the best site from the viewpoint of air traffic, 
topography, construction costs, and existing roads but rejected it because it was 
more than 30 minutes from Washington by road. The estimated cost of con- 
struction, in 1951, was 23 percent less than at Burke. The airport could have 
been used at full capacity, since there was no interference with National’s 
patterns, as is still the case as of August 8, 1957. 

Chantilly is still 23.6 miles and 33 minutes from the 14th Street Bridge. It is 
also more than 16 airline miles from National's parallel landing strips, as recom- 
mended by the Curtis report but disregarded by the CAA. The driving time, 
however, will be cut to well below the 30 minutes considered reasonable by CAA, 
when the pending improvements to United States Route No. 50, within the 5-year 
phase of the Federal interstate program, are completed. At that time United 
States Route No. 50 will become a six-lane limited access Federal highway, and 
it has been so designated by the Virginia Department of Highways and the 
Federal Bureau of Public Roads. Proponents of Burke, and the CAA, state that 
this will “not be for many years.’ Mr, Henry Rolfs, however, filed a letter from 
General Anderson, Virginia commissioner of highways, stating that the United 
States Route No. 50 project is within the “first half” of the 13-year interstate 
program, and estimating that it will be in the 5- to 7-year group. All of us, I am 
sure, know that these things can be speeded up if there is good reason for doing 
so. I am not, however, talking about something which is ‘“‘way in the future.” 
Arlington Boulevard (route No. 50) is currently being improved by the in- 
stallation of interchanges which will eliminate the worst bottlenecks and will 
cut the driving times by several minutes. The new interchange at Seven Corners 
will be completed within 60 days, the contract is to be let for another, at Patrick 
Henry Drive, in October. These two will eliminate much of the existing rush- 
hour problem along United States Route No. 50, as compared to the almost 
insoluble rush-hour congestion on Shirley Highway, complicated as it has been 
since 1954 with interstate truck traffic. As a result of these pending contracts 
Fairfax Circle will be available without a single primary road intersection all 
the way from Memorial Bridge to Fairfax Circle. At the present time the dif- 
ference in driving time, depending on which proponent is driving, is not more 
than 7 minutes. When the Federal Interstate Highway Route No. 50 project 
is completed, however, Chantilly cannot possibly be more than 2 minutes farther 
than is Burke from either National Airport or any other location in the District 
of Columbia. 

CHANTILLY NOT ADAPTED FOR RESIDENCE SITE 


Residents of the metropolitan area, as well as transient passengers, should 
be considered. From the planning aspects the Chantilly area cannot be used 
for intensive residential development, unlike Burke. First, sewer facilities 
for extensive residential development cannot be provided at Chantilly. The cost 
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of collector and trunklines to disposal facilities on a large enough body of 
water would be prohibitive. To the Potomac it is 35 miles as the streams flow, 
obviously a prohibitive cost problem. Second, the part of the area which is in 
the upper Potomac watershed should be kept out of intensive development to 
prevent any possibility of pollution of the metropolitan water supply, which 
would result even from the runoff of storm drains, from a high-density de. 
velopment area. Sewage-disposal facilities for a concentrated installation of 
20,000 to 30,000 people, however, could easily be handled on the Bull Run side 
of the ridge for an airport installation such as was originally designated as 
Chantilly site. 

The soil conditions of the Chantilly area, contrary to statements of the CAA, 
are such that it is not good agricultural land. It is usable for, and is being 
used for, grazing of cattle. This use can be continued around the airport. 
There are at present less than 7,000 people resident within 5 miles of Chan- 
tilly, as contrasted with over 34,000 people now resident within 5 miles of 
Burke. 

The matter which is of the utmost importance to this committee, as well as 
to your constituents, along with mine, is the cost of the two sites. 

In 1951 the CAA estimated the cost of Chantilly to be 23 percent less than 
at Burke. This difference was based primarily on the amount of grading nec- 
essary at each location. Chantilly’s level terrain was presumed to require 
very little grading while the Burke area, being much more rugged and cut by 
numerous intermittent streams, was presumed to be more expensive particu- 
larly since some of the stream slopes are as steep as 25-percent grade. The 
difference in terrain still exists, and to the same degree, costs may be even 
more at variance because of the complexity of leveling Burke. 


SUBSOIL CONDITION AT BURKE 


The CAA has not, to my knowledge at least, taken into consideration the 
subsoil conditions which the Fairfax County Planning Commission believes 
ean make Burke cost as much as 50 percent more than Chantilly. This infor- 
mation has been available to CAA for more than a year in the office of the 
Fairfax County Soil Survey, and the CAA has been so advised. The soil survey 
to which I refer was made jointly by Fairfax County and the United States 
Department of Agriculture. A detailed scientific study was made of soils and 
parent material in all of the county except the high-density residential areas. 
It has been used to advantage in determining suitability of sites for septic 
tanks, for school and hospital construction, and in estimating construction costs, 
as well as location of highways, by determining how much subgrade material 
in stated rights-of-way would be usable for the road base. 

Mr. ©. S. Coleman, the soil scientist on duty in Fairfax County, advises that 
the subsoil in almost the entire Burke site is a deeply weathered fine-grain mica 
schist which extends from 16 to 100 feet in depth and has a tendency to shift 
under pressure and moisture which makes it unsatisfactory as a bearing base 
and specifically for runways. This subsoil would have to be removed and 
replaced with a suitable material, hauled in from elsewhere in the county, 
possibly Chantilly. 

The only subgrade material in the whole Burke area which would provide 
a satisfactory runway base is, unfortunately, granite. In this terrain, rugged 
as it is, the granite on the site would probably add considerably to the grading 
problems, but no one, at this time could tell with complete accuracy the cost 
of this operation without test borings of every foot of runway. I am pleased 
to note that the CAA in its present request for funds, has been prudent enough 
to include funds for studies on “soil composition and subsurface conditions” 
in order that they may then learn of the problems of which they would have 
been already aware had they consulted with the local governments as the 
Congress required them to do. 


TERRAIN AT CHANTILLY 


Unlike the Burke area, the terrain and soil conditions at Chantilly are such 
that little grading is necessary. Most of the subsoil is rated “good” for sub- 
grade material for the heaviest type plane, if Bureau of Public Roads tests are 
to be believed. In much of the Chantilly area 6 inches to 3 feet of subsoil can 
be removed and concrete runways can be laid on the existing base material with 
little grading. Where grading is necessary, according to an estimate made 
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by one of the biggest land-moving firms in northern Virginia, the grading costs 
will not exceed 70 cents per cubic yard. 


LAND COSTS IN TWO AREAS 


I would like to point out also that CAA continues to say that it is that agency’s 
belief that land can be purchased at Burke more cheaply than at Chantilly. 
Presumably this is based on the premise, false, that Chantilly land is good 
agricultural land, which premise is refuted by the findings of the soil scientist. 
The price of land in Fairfax County, since 1940, has been more dependent on 
its usability for subdivision purposes than for agricultural purposes. In the 
present request for funds the CAA has allowed $450 per acre for purchase of 
land at Burke even though the condemnation and arm’s-length sales average 
cost for lands acquired since 1951 have amounted to $862 per acre. Land today 
is selling, in the Burke area, for more than $1,000 per acre. The planning 
commission’s check of land sales within the past year or two in the Chantilly 
area show a reasonable average price of $300 per acre of raw land, and $500 
per acre for land with farm buildings. In fact, a large tract of grazing land, 
with extensive barns and other equipment and residential buildings sold within 
the past 6 months for $480 per acre. A similar cattle farm, with good build- 
ings, has been on the market at $500 per acre for a considerable length of time. 
The Army and Navy Country Club reportedly purchased a 500- to 600-acre tract 
of land in the immediately adjacent area within the last 18 months for a reported 
price of about $500 per acre. On the basis of this knowledge, and of these facts, 
it seems reasonable to estimate that the cost of land at Chantilly will be about 
one-half that at Burke. It might interest this committee to know that the 
planning commission study of comparable land values was made by a Fairfax 
County realtor who has had considerable experience both in land valuation and 
in service on both local and Federal condemnation commissions. 


ROAD LOCATION 


Additionally, at Burke, it will be necessary to relocate at least 8 miles of 
secondary road in order to provide access around the perimeter of the proposed 
airport. At Chantilly perimeter roads are already in place, with the possible 
exception of a short portion of State Road No. 608 if the runways should finally 
be so located as to force a relocation of not more than 2 miles of this secondary 
road. In any event, because of adequate base material at Chantilly the reloca- 
tion of any road would be much less expensive there than at Burke, where sub- 
surface base material would have to be supplied. 

In view of all these factors it appears certain that an airport can be built 
at Chantilly for at least $15 million less than at Burke. Furthermore, the 
Chantilly site would be much more satisfactory from the air traffic safety point 
of view, from CAA’s own admission in 1951 and in 1957, and would conform to 
the recommendations of the Curtis committee in 1957. Additionally, and to me 
more important, the Chantilly site could better be coordinated with the eco- 
nomical future development both of Fairfax County and of the entire metro- 
politan area. Location of the supplemental airport at Chantilly would disturb 
the peace of well-being of not more than 7,000 citizens of Fairfax at the maxi- 
mum, as contrasted with 34,000 at the Burke site, but it would, also, within 5 
to 7 years, be well within the maximum ground traveltime thought reasonable 
by the CAA for the interchange of air travelers. In point of strict fact, it is 
today only 83 minutes in excess of that reasonable time requirement, a figure 
which I am sure each of you Senators who have ridden with drivers of airport 
limousines here and in other air-terminal locations will treat with the confi- 
dence it deserves when you are informed that the estimated travel time is based 
upon posted speed limits for the entire distance. 

Senators, it would seem to me that your committee would be most statesmanlike 
if, rather than appropriate $12,500,000 for start of an airport at Burke, it should, 
instead appropriate that sum for the purpose of developing and constructing a 
supplemental airport for the Nation’s Capital in an area of Fairfax County where 
the local government believes it should be located, if one is to be loeated in 
Fairfax County; where its location will permit complete use of all its facilities: 
where fewer citizens and residents will be disturbed; where presently planned 
and programed highways will provide equal accessibility to any other site 
considered; where no appreciable conflict with public health or long-range 
planning principles would be incurred; and where existing soil conditions give 
every reason to believe that the total cost of construction would be at least 23 
percent less than the $50 million estimated for Burke. That. Senators, is a re- 
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duced appropriations requirement of $1114 million, and even in these inflated 
days that is still a lot of money. 


MAIN POINTS OF TESTIMONY 


Mrs. Witxrns. We want to make two main points. 

Senator Hotianp. First, identify yourself. 

Mrs. Wiix1ns. I am Anne Wilkins, and I am a member of the 
Fairfax County Board of County Supervisors and of the Fairfax 
County Planning Commission. 

Senator Hottanp. What magisterial district do you represent ? 

Mrs. Wiix1ns. The Mason magisterial district. 

I have been a member of both of those boards since January 1952. 

These are the two main points that I would like to stress: First, that 
an airport at Burke will interfere with the future long-range planning 
of Fairfax County and of the metropolitan area and, second, that a 
satisfactory airport can be built more cheaply at Chantilly. 

All phases of metropolitan area planning, it seems to me, should be 
considered, not just transportation facilities of which, of course, an 
airport is a very important one, but the question of how to house the 
rapid influx of scuelatiin coming into our metropolitan area and how 
to provide the necessary public facilities to take care of the new 
population are equally as important as the transportation facilities, 

t has been stated by experts that by the year 2000, the eastern sea- 
board, all the way from New York to the southern tip of Fairfax 
County, will be one solid urban mass. The metropolitan area has in- 
creased by half a million people since 1950. Fairfax County’s popu- 
lation has doubled since 1950. 

The Washington Board of Trade estimates 4 million people in the 
Metropolitan region by the year 2000. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the latest computation of the Fairfax 
County population ? 

Mrs. Wirx1ns. The last time I checked, Senator, it was about 
190,000. The growth changes so rapidly it is hard to keep up with 
it. Obviously it would be no easy task to provide the facilities for 
this new population. 


DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS IN COUNTY 


Fairfax County alone has spent $50 million on schools and $20 mil- 
lion on sewers since 1950, and we are now embarking on a water pro- 
gram of similar magnitude. 

In order to provide the facilities the new population will need, it 
will take all of the know-how that we can muster, and it will take 
most of all very careful long-range planning. 

In the process of the study leading toward a county master plan, 
the county planning commission made a study of the watersheds of 
the county to determine the possible effect of the intense residential 
development on each watershed with regard to stream pollution and 
area water supply. 

As a result of that a priority system was set up for development, 
based on the economic feasibility of providing a system of sanitary 
sewers and protecting the public-health aspects of the water supply 
and the streams in the county. 

If I may have the watershed map, John? [Displaying.] 
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This watershed is flowing into the Potomac above the District of 
Columbia water intake. Obviously this watershed must be protected 
at all costs. 

Senator Hotianp, That is the yellow? 


QUESTION OF WATERSHED 


Mrs. Witxrins. Yes, sir; down to this corner, down to this dark 
line [indicating]. ‘Those have to be protected even from the storm 
water runoff of a high-density population. 

The 2 watersheds in the county—there are 2 other watersheds in the 
county presently used as sources of water supply. They are the Occo- 
quan and Accotink. Occoquan serves Alexandria and ‘part of Fair- 
fax County, and Accotink serves Fort Belvoir; Cameron, the large 
watershed here—Pimmit, the small one in this area, and Pohick are 
the only watersheds left that can be subjected to intensive develop- 
ment. 

The white area is now covered, to be sewered, under our current 
$20 million program, for the most part. 

Senator Hotianp. That brings you right up to the Pohick 
watershed. 

Mrs. Wiixrns. Yes, sir. 

All of Accotink is not sewered, but part of it is, by pumping it back 
into Cameron. This part of Accotink is the Fort Belvoir Reservation. 

It is expected that the sewered area will be pretty well saturated as 
far as large developments are concerned, by the year 1980. This leaves 
only the Pohick watershed for future intensive development. Actu- 


ally, it is the only large watershed left which can be satisfactorily 
sewered without regard to water supply, because of the distance from 
the river. 


ACCOTINK DEVELOPMENT 


The development in the Accotink shed has already almost reached 
Pohick Ridge. There is a development going on in this area already 
planned of almost 900 houses. 

Senator Hortanp. That is just on the east edge of the divide be- 
tween Pohick Creek and Accotink Creek? 

Mrs. Witxrns. That is correct. It is still in the Accotink shed, but 
it is right on the ridge. 

Naturally, it is easier and cheaper for the county to provide the 
municipal services in the next watershed rather than jump over a 
watershed and provide it somewhere else. 

Senator Hotianp. The Pohick Creek watershed includes as part of 
it the proposed Burke area, does it not? 

Mrs. Wiixtns. Most of the Burke site is in the Pohick watershed, 
all but one little corner. 

Senator Hotianp. That is shown on the map. 

Mrs. Wiixtns. Yes, sir. Already there have been purchases of 
large tracts of land in this area for subdivision purposes. One tract of 
1,100 acres has been bought for that purpose, simply waiting for sewer 
and public facilities. 

None of this type development, I might mention, is contemplated in 
the existing zoning of Fairfax County, but this is the kind of long- 
range planning which will be necessary if our local government is to 
remain solvent. 
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ZONING IN POHICK CBEEK 


Senator Hotitanp. What is the zoning in Pohick Creek? 

Mrs. WixKkrins. At present, all of the county except the sewered area 
is zoned in 1- or 2-acre lot sizes. Both Chantilly and Pohick sites are 
presently zoned for 2-acre lots, for different reasons. The Chantilly 
area is zoned that way because it cannot be sewered for extensive de- 
velopment. The Pohick area is zoned that way to hold it until the 
sewer can be provided. 

Senator Hottanp. Can the Chantilly area be sewered for limited 
development, such as the airport development? 

Mrs. Wixins. Yes, sir. 

And I have with me, Mr. G. Hubbard Massey, who is the county 
consultant engineer, that I believe can give you the details of that in a 
very few words. 

Mr. Massey, would you care to comment ? 

Senator Hortitanp. Mr. Massey. 


SUPPORT FOR CHANTILLY SITE 


STATEMENT OF G. HUBBARD MASSEY, COUNTY CONSULTANT 
ENGINEER, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


My. Massey. Mr. Chairman, my name is G. Hubbard Massey, and 
my firm is Massey Engineers, consultants, with offices in Fairfax, Va. 
In my appearing here today I am not representing any political or 


private body. 

We designed the first sewers for Fairfax County in 1941. Since 
that time we have designed quite a number of sewage-treatment plants, 
and about 60 percent of the last $20 million bond issue in both pump- 
ing station, treatment, and trunk and collecting sewers. 

Naturally, in a program of that kind it is necessary to study the area 
to find out what areas you may have to cover in the future, rather than 
to duplicate work. 

Now, Fairfax now has 4 treatment plants. One is good for 80,000 
people, and it discharges into a channel of the Potomac River. It is 
located south of Alexandria, Va. 

Senator Hoxtianp. Will you point it out on this map, approxi- 
mately ? 

Mr. Massey. It is located right here [indicating]. 

Senator Hotianp. In what watershed is that? 

Mr. Massey. Well, that would be Hunting Creek, and the Potomac 
River. 

Senator Hotianp. That is below Alexandria? 

Mr. Massry. That is below Alexandria and is also below the Belle- 
vue Apartments, about 1,000 feet south of the furthest apartment. 

Senator Hottanp. How nearly used up is the capacity there, Mr. 
Massey ? 

Mr. Massey. That is up to capacity right now. It was 18 months 
after it was put into service. 

Senator Hotxtanp. Which is supplying the services then to about 
80,000 people ? 

Mr. Massey. That is true. 
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Senator Hotuanp. Go ahead. 

Mr. Massry. Fairfax County also has a contract with the city of 
Alexandria for services, whose treatment plant went into operation 
probably a year and a half ago, and they are taking now equivalent to 
about 40 to 45 percent from the Fairfax sewers, which are overloaded, 
by bypassing the Fairfax large plant. 

pBaneton Hoxiuanp. Bypassing the plant you just testified to; is that 
right 

r. Massry. That is right, and they also have a further option to 
extend that plant to take an additional 45,000. 


PIMMIT RUN SEWAGE-TREATMENT PLANT 


Now, in addition to that, up on Pimmit Run, 3 miles above the 
Potomac River, we have just completed a treatment plant that is 
good for 750 ,000 million gallons, or 7,500 people. It has a removal 
capacity of 9414 percent of the pollution load. The effluent from it 
is as clear as spring water. The plant is so designed that by adding 
an additional settling tank it can be expended very quickly and 
probably something less than 400 000 gallons, and will take care of 
20,000 people, and can further be expanded at a reasonable cost to 
take care of 60,000 people. 

Senator Hortanp. Where does that discharge? 

Mr. Massey. That discharges directly into Pimmit Run; when the 
plant gets to 20,000 capacity the effluent will have to be carried in a 
closed pipeline or conduit down to the Potomac River so it can get 
dilution. 

Now, that is on the upper Potomac but below the diversion dam 
of the Dalecarlia water supply, or the District of Columbia water 
supply. 


FORT BELVOIR PLANT 


At Fort Belvoir—it is awfully hard to see on this map—there is a 
plant. We did not design it. The county has built it on Dogue 
Creek just this side of Fort Belvoir. 

It has a capacity of about 6,000 persons. It can be expanded to 
40,000. 

There is also a plant on Little Hunting Creek, very close to Mount 
Vernon which is good for about 12,000 persons and it can be ex- 
panded to about 43 000 people. 

Now, there is only one other place—and that is the point that I 
would like to make before this committee. 

Senator Hotxianp. Hold it around so Senator Thye can see the 
map. 

Senator Ture. I can see it quite well. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Massey. There is only one other spot in Fairfax County that 
a plant can be put to handle the remainder of the county and keep 
it away from the watershed up here on the Potomac River and also 
the raw-water supply there and the raw-water supply of the city of 
Alexandria, and that is at the confluence of the Potomac River and 
the Occoquan Creek. 

Senator Hotianp. Would you point that out? 

Mr. Massey. This is ¢ oh at where it is. There it is [indi- 
cating]. That will be a final plant and it will be a plant that will 
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ultimately be used. The sewage that originates here between north 
of the Old Georgetown-Leesburg Pike normally flows into the Poto- 
mac River, and will be picked up by interception and pumped ap- 
proximately somewhere in the location of Fairfax and carried down 
Pohick Stream to Pohick Bay and picked up by pumpage and 
pumped on to Mason’s Ridge, into this plant. 

This plant can be expanded because of the tremendous amount of 
dilution there, practically to any capacity that you need. 

Now, it is estimated that the first construction costs will be $15 
million, in order to take care of the bypassed sewage from the two 
pumping stations on Accotink and also to take care of the Pohick 
watershed, and the county will probably spend all of $30 million, but 
that is the final answer to this. 

Of course, the county will constantly spend money in extending 
the present trunk sewers which they have, which all have been de- 
signed to take the full capacity of 10 percent per acre of all drainage 
sheds. 

BURKE LOCATION IN ACCOTINK WATERSHED 


Senator Hortzanp. The Burke Airport is located, or as located, 
lies right in the middle there of the Accotink watershed; is that it? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir. It will take something like 11,000 acres out 
of 40 square miles. 

Senator Hotianp. The Pohick shed ? 

Mr. Massey. The Pohick shed. 

Senator Hotianp. That is where you contemplate your next ste 
of extension of your city or residential development in your county 

Mr. Massey. That is true, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. And that is the only direction in which you can 
go and find the sewage facilities and the other facilities that you 
testified about; is that right? 

Mr. Massey. That is true. 

Mr. Chairman, it means this, sir, that even if the airport took all 
of the drainage area of Pohick Creek, in order to handle the sewage 
situation further in Fairfax County, Fairfax would have to spend 
money for large trunk sewers and a treatment plant below Pohick 
on Mason Neck, in there, anyway, and have no return whatsoever 
from the Pohick Creek area in revenues. 

Mrs. Wiixtins. ‘Thank you, Mr. Massey. 

Senator Hotitanp. Are you trying to say that the Burke area for 
developmental purposes and residential use is absolutely a prerequi- 
site of the development of this watershed for sewage? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir. I think we need every square foot of it, and 
the taxes from it also. 


ZONING FOR 2-ACRE SITES 


Senator Horttanp. As I understand it, it is zoned now for 2-acre 
sites, is that right? 

Mr. Massey. That is correct. 

Senator HoLttanp. Contemplated for more concentrated residential 
construction ? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir; as soon as the sewer facilities can be provided, 
as soon as the existing sewered areas reach a saturation point, it would 
be expected that that area would be zoned to relatively high density. 
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Senator Hotxanp. Have you a map that shows the existing dedi- 
cated residential development around the Pohick watershed ? 

Mr. Massey. I have nothing more than a map that is just recently 
put out last week by the planning commission, which is up to date, and 
that indicates—there is the Burke Airport at 4,400 acres. 

Senator Hotianp. It does not include now the additional protective 
zone where the easement only would be acquired ? 

Mrs. Witxrns. No, sir. 

Mr. Massey. No, sir; it does not. This is the watershed area. 
[Indicating. | 

Senator Hottanp. Pohick Creek. 

Mr. Massey. These are Government installations, a penal colony, 
Fort Belvoir, Belvoir proper, and reservation here for the Navy—the 
Coast Guard, at least. 

Senator Hotianp. Are the suburban residential developments 
shown around there? ‘This is not the map that I was shown the other 
day, on which they were all set forth in color. 

Mr. Massey. This only indicates existing units there, that existed at 
the time the map was made. Of course, there are a great many plans 
that have been recorded now and ready for development. 1 do not 
have that information. 

Senator Hotianp. But the ones where you show the lot breakdown 
is where houses now stand; is that it? 

Mr. Massey. That is true. These are subdivisions existing. 


IMPACT OF BURKE UPON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Hottanp. How serious an impact upon the further develop- 
ment of your county would the taking over of the Burke site and con- 
struction of an airport there have upon the development of the county ? 

Mr. Massey. Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, and it is my personal 
opinion, and I live 3 miles from this location myself and I know what 
we have over my house today, both in helicopters and _ planes, the jet 
planes in that area there wind be flying over what is built today, what 
is potential development, and I think it would stymie development in 
that area. 


Mrs. Witxrins. Mr. Chairman? 
Senator Hotzianp. Yes? 


ENDORSEMENT OF CHANTILLY SITE 


Mrs. Wiixrns. The Planning Commission, as a result of its study 
adopted a resolution which endorsed Chantilly as the best site in 
Fairfax County for an airport, based primarily on its feeling that this 
area, the Pohick watershed should be reserved for intensive residential 
development, because of the economic factors involved, and providing 
public facilities and, as Mr. Massey has pointed out, the area would 
have to be sewered as a whole, and if you take 11,000 acres, which we 
feel will be rendered useless by the airport, the approach zones, and 
the surrounding area, if you take that much out of residential use, 
there is that much less to get sewer revenues from to help finance 
needed public facilities. 
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PRESENT POPULATION OF COUNTY 


Senator Hottanp. What would you say your present population 
of the county is? 

Mrs. Wiixrns. About 190,000. 

Senator Hotitanp. Now, the zoning over at Chantilly is also in 2-acre 
plots, but it is agricultural, is it not ? 

Mrs. Wiix1ns. That is correct. It is zoned 2 acres. 

Senator Horianp. And what is the county’s plan for the develop- 
ment of that area over there between the highway and Loudon C ounty 4 

Mrs. Witxrins. Well, we feel that the area—our planning commis- 
sion studied as the Chantilly site—this may not be the same one CAA 
is talking about today. 

Senator Hotianp. It is the one they designated in 1951, is it not? 

Mrs. Wirxrns. Yes, sir. That area was originally recommended in 
the master plan as conservation area, because 1t was felt that the land 
was not the best land for agricultural purposes, it was usable for graz- 
ing; but neither was it good land for residential development, because 
of the inability to sewer the area. It is approximately 35 miles by the 
stream to the nearest large body of water. You can realize the cost 
of trying to sewer an area for residential development like that. Of 
course, a sewage disposal plant to take care of 1 installation like the 
airport, up to 20,000 or perhaps 30,000 people, could be put in the 
Chantilly area, whereas we could not sewer an extensive area for resi- 
dential development. 

Senator Hotianp. Then you would contemplate, if the airport is 
put at Chantilly, it would continue to be in an area that would be 
largely undeveloped ? 

Mrs. Wiixrins. That is correct. The surrounding area could still be 
used as it is today, for grazing and for agricultural purposes. 

Senator Hotianp. It is not regarded as available today for resi- 
dential use, and is not so zoned, and would not be in the future? 

Mrs. Wiixrns. Probably not for many, many years to come. 

There is one other point that I would like to make, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hortanp. May I ask you about the board. I understood 
from the testimony of Mr. Lamond, that 8 of you voted for the report 
favoring the Chantilly site, and 2 voted against it, and that 2 did not 
vote. 

Mrs. Wiikrns. I believe that is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you know what the preference of the two that 
did not vote was? 

Mrs. Witxrns. I do not know. I believe—yes; I do. One of those 
expressed the opinion that he was opposed to an airport anywhere in 
Fairfax County ; the other one expressed no opinion. 

Mr. Lamond and one other voted against the resolution, expressing 
their opinion in favor of Burke. The other eight felt that Chantilly 
was a preferable site from a planning standpoint. 

Senator Hotianp. You are on the board of supervisors, along with 
General Ovenshine ? 

Mrs. Wiiktns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotxianp. His magisterial district is Mount Vernon; is it 
not. ? 

Mrs. Wirxrns. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hottanp. How many members are there on the board of 
supervisors ¢ 

Mrs. Witx1ns. There are seven members. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the attitude of the other six members? 


ATTITUDE OF BOARD ON AIRPORT SITE 


Mrs. Witxins. The board voted, I believe, six times now. Of 
course, it was not the present membership all six times. But this board 
voted at least twice in opposition to Burke, with General Ovenshine 
voting the other way each time. 

Senator Hottanp. That, of course, was his privilege. 

Mrs. Wiixrins. Certainly. 

Senator Hottanp. And there is nothing invidious to be said about it. 
The board voted twice and its present personnel, with the general being 
the only one to favor the Burke site? 

Mrs. Witxtns. That is correct. 

Senator Hortianp. And his magisterial district lies on the Potomac 
River, on the lower Potomac, and is a good distance away from the 
Burke site? 

Mrs. Witxkrns. Yes, sir, and it is quite near National Airport. 

The other point that I would like to make to the committee, Mr. 
Chairman, is that the planning commission, after the study of the air- 
port sites that had been suggested by the CAA’s study in 1951, con- 
cluded that Chantilly was not only a satisfactory alternative to Burke 
but it was actually cheaper and preferable. 

The Chantilly site, designated as C-1 T-1 in the 1951 CAA report, 
is perhaps not the one they are talking about today, as the chair- 
man has pointed out that that site is almost 3 miles farther northwest. 
The original site was rated in the 1951 CAA report as best by the CAA 
because of air traffic conditions, topography, and construction costs. 

Senator Hotianp. Are you quoting now from the report? 

Mrs. Witxrns. That is correct. 

Senator Hotzanp. Do you have the report? 

Mrs. Wirtxrns. At one place in here—conclusions. 

Chantilly, conclusions about Chantilly, it states : 

The site is the most distant from Washington, but it is only 6 minutes more 
driving time from south Fairfax, except for the south entrance for vehicular 
traffic. There are no derivations from the ideal layout. 

Comparing this site to others studied, the facts indicate it should be ranked 
second, although it is quite evident that its distance from Washington is ex- 
cessive. 

At other places where it has charts and comparisons, it shows the 
difference in construction costs, which indicates that Chantilly would 
cost 23 percent less than Burke and indicates that there would be some 
less use of Burke; Burke could not be used at full capacity with Na- 
tional, whereas Chantilly could. It points several times to the “level 
topography in the Chantilly area” and to the fact that it is the only 
level site available in the entire metropolitan area. 


LESS EARTH TO BE MOVED AT CHANTILLY 


Senator Hortianp. I believe that the report indicated that the 
amount of earth that had to be moved in case of Burke was some 16 
million yards; in the case of Chantilly, what was it—5 million? 
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Mrs. Wiixrns. I believe the original report referred to 17 million 
at Burke and five-million-some-odd at Chantilly. 

Senator Hotianp. Is that what you have there? 

Mrs. Witxrns. Yes, sir; this is the estimates for the first stage of 
construction I have in front of me. It indicated 10 million cubic 
yards at Burke and 3 million at Chantilly for the first stage. That 
will not be the whole project. 

Senator Hotianp. Is there any difference as to the facts, Mr. Pyle, 
on this matter at all? My understanding was it all had been agreed 
that, in the case of Burke, between 15 million and 17 million yards 
would have to be moved and graded and, in the case of Chantilly, the 
location fixed in 1951, the volume to be moved was around 5 million, 

Mr. Pyze. Around 5,500,000. 

Senator Hotzanp. Is that right? 

Mr. Pytex. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Why was the Chantilly site moved to 2.6 miles 
from the location where it was fixed in 1951 to put it astradle of the 
watershed between the upper Potomac and lower Potomac, rather 
than entirely below that watershed ? 

Mr. Pyte. Did you want me to answer the question, sir? 

Senator Hotxianp. Yes. 


PROBLEM OF RUNWAY ORIENTATION 


Mr. Pyte. I think, as pointed out earlier, Mr. Chairman, the prob- 
lem is one of runway orientation. It is a technical problem. We 
cannot line that runway up with the community, and we have to 
change it to get a heading; that is, getting back into technical aspects, 
we cannot get it back—we have to get it back to a heading of basically 
true north- ‘south, or magnetic north-south. 

Senator Hotianp. But you do not have to move it as far northwest 
as you do there? 

Mr. Pytz. Yes, sir; to keep it away from the community of Chan- 
tilly. I think, as we explained to you with the map we have given 
Mr. Witt, I would like to point out on this fill problem that, whereas 
there is a great deal more earth to be moved at Burke, in which we 
are in complete agreement, we have a problem in Chantilly of some 
rock formation—not hard rock, but basic rock formation—so that I 
think we have little to choose in terms of the sense of earth movement 
between the one which is easy to move and the other which is hard. 


DISTANCE TO MOVE EARTH AT AIRPORT SITES 


Senator Tarr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question at 
that point. 

The distance that you are moving this earth at the two locations 
makes a great deal of difference, w hether you must load and transport, 
or whether you move by direct bulldozing and thereby not having to 
load by a mounter trestle. 

If anyone can answer that question, as to whether you have a greater 
distance to move the earth at one location than that of another, I 
would appreciate it. 

Mr. Howarp. Not appreciably. 

Mr. Pyrite. Mr. Howard says, “Not appreciably,” Senator Thye. 
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Mrs. Wiixrns. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go into that point a 
little, if I may? 

Senator Hottanp. We want you to. 

Mrs. Witxr1ns. The commission in making its study considered 
the soil conditions in both locations. We looked into the matter that 
had been studied by the soil survey recently made at Fairfax County, 
where intensive examination of the soil and earth material was made. 
We feel that the Chantilly area, which is underlain with shale, will 


not require a great deal—we know it will not require a great deal of 
grading. 





BASE MATERIAL FOR RUNWAYS 


At Burke, on the other hand, the area is underlain with a fine-grain 
mica which, our soil scientist tells us, has a tendency to shift with 
moisture and with pressure, and it cannot be used successfully as a 
base for runways. 

At Chantilly, on the other hand, the base material can be used 
successfully as a base for runways for the heaviest type planes. It 
is true that some grading would have to be done. Whatever grad- 
ing you do you already have the earth on hand to fill in the low spots. 
On the other hand, at Burke, it would be necessary to haul satis- 
factory material into the area from elsewhere. 

I have with me Mr. C. S. Coleman, who is a soil scientist in Fair- 
fax County, and I would like him to show you the two maps, so 
that you can get an idea of the extent of this problem. 

Senator Hotianp. At our other hearing, we were told in the Burke 
area there is much of what I call rock and gravel, this soft shifting 
stuff, that will not stand up. 

Mrs. Wirxrns. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. It will have to be excavated and substituted for 
with something harder. 

Mrs. Wiixrns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. That is your finding? 

Mrs. Wiixins. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF C. S. COLEMAN, SCIENTIST, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 
DESCRIPTION OF SOILS AT PROPOSED AIRPORT SITES 


Mr. Coteman. This is the map of the proposed Burke site and the 
legend on here shows the drainage is good on the soils. 

The spots up in here are old coastal plane deposits of sand and 

ravel. There are several in here. This down here is underlain 

> granite. On up the steeper slopes you will have outcrops of 
granite and it will cause considerable trouble if completed in this 
area. 

Over here we have granite rock, but in this area shown in here 
with the little circles, that is all underlain sercite mica schist. This 
is classified as granite schist. It is underlain by a very soft mica 
rock. It has been weathered down to 30 to 40 and in some places as 
much as 60 feet. 


These areas with the crosses on them indicate floodland and alluvial 
soils. 
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You notice in here if you put in a runway you will be crossing quite 
a few of these floodlands. That stuff is underlain by washy material, 
sand schists and clay at varying depths, depending on the size of 
the stream. 

In here you may have a deposit of 15 or 20 feet depth. Before 
you could start construction on that you would have to take out part 
of it and refill it will good material. 

This shows the pattern of what the alluvial and colluvial soils dis- 
tributed are over there. 

Senator Hotianp. The white area represents a very small part of 
the proposed plot, and they are the only ones which you characterize 
as good ? 

Mr. Coteman. As good material. 

Senator Hotianp. That means substantially sound, can stand up 
under weight? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, sir. 

These spots of belts scattered along in there. 

Senator Hotianp. Spots of what? 

Mr. Coteman. Beltville soil. They have a hard band; under the 
hard band is gravel varying in depth from 20 to 30 feet. 

Senator Hortzianp. Very sturdy and will stand up under weight? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. They can withstand pressures involved in air- 
port construction ? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, but they are very small there. There is 1 over 
here and 2 or 3 through here. 

Senator Hotianp. And the one with the little crosses now are 
what? 

Mr. Coteman. Good canals. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question there? 

Senator Hotianp. Surely. 

Can you see the three differences ? 

Senator Toye. How much would you have to excavate and make fill 
there in order to get a firm foundation for the runway? 

Mr. Coreman. Well, it will vary with the size of the stream, the 
amount of deposit laid on the stream. 

On some of these smaller streams it will be maybe only 5 or 6 
feet in thickness. 

Senator Tuyr. How much drilling has been done there to estab- 
lish that map? Is that an official map? 

Mr. Coteman. This is one that is based on the detailed soil sur- 
vey of the county, and it is just taking the soil map and grouping 
those soils into these three groups. 

Senator Tuye. In other ame that is not an official map? 

Mr. Coteman. No, sir. This is one I prepared. 

Senator Tuye. It is not an official geographical survey ? 

Mr. Coteman. No, sir. 

Senator Horianp. The official soil map is a map completed by 
the Department of Agriculture, though, and you have taken the data 
from that? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes. I have the detailed soil map colored up in 
different colors showing the different areas. 

Senator Hotianp. Have you that with you? 

Mr. Coteman. No, sir. 
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REQUIRED EXCAVATION OF ALLUVIAL AREAS 


Senator Hotianp. It was stated that there were some of these 
alluvial areas that were only 5 or 6 feet deep. Are there some.that 
are very much deeper ? 

Would you say they would have to be excavated ? 

Mr. Coreman. I would not say it would have to be excavated to 
that depth, but certainly some of. it would have to come out. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the difference between the lowest levels 
in these runway areas and the highest? We have heard various fig- 
ures. I have heard 130 feet, 140 feet. Are you able to tell us just 
what they are? 

Mr. Coreman. Not the exact feet. I checked with the “topo” sheet. 
I could not put it down to the exact footage. It shows slopes. We 
break it down into undulating, hilly, rolling, steep. The undulating 
would be 2 to 7, the rolling 7 to 14, the hilly 14 to 25, and anything 
above that would be marked “steep.” We have those groups on the 
soil map. 
QUALIFICATIONS OF WITNESS 


Senator Hottanp. Are you a professional soil engineer ? 

Mr. Coteman. I am a soil scientist. I have been with the experi- 
ment station 17 years. I am taking the place of Mr. Henry, who tes- 
tified last year. 

Senator Hottanp. What experiment station ? 

Mr. Coteman. Virginia Agricultural Experiment Station. I am 
working now with Fairfax County in soil interpretation. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Henry testified last year, and his testimony 
is shown in the printed record. 

Senator Tuyr. Have you any like testimony from the experts rep- 
resenting the Civil Aeronautics Board, or any of the technicians that 
made a finding of the Burke site as a suitable site? Have we any 
such analysis of soil composition ? 

Senator Hotianp. Senator Thye, I am unable to answer that. 
Maybe Mr. Pyle can answer it. We have not had any such testimony 
given. 

Senator Tuyr. That is what makes me ask the question. Because 
this is my first experience with such a map as has been presented. I 
have been present at most of these hearings here over the years, and 
that is what leads me to ask that question. Because I want to be cer- 
tain that I understand the earth structure of these two areas. 

Mr. Howett. The soils data then available were carefully studied. 
I want to make it clear that I am not here posing as a professional soils 
engineer. I ama civil engineer with not too much experience in soils 
as such. 

BASIC SOIL STRUCTURE 


We are aware that the basic soil structure out there is a decomposed 
micaceous granite schist. Our soils people have gone into it. We 
have had the Bureau of Public Roads conduct both borings and tests 
made with electric resistivity methods that have led us to the general 
conclusion that there will be no unusual soil problems encountered on 
the Burke site. 

Senator Tur. You have none of your marshy peat substance that 
you would have to dispose of to get down to a solid footing ? 
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Mr. Howett. We are aware there would have to be some selective 
grading. In other words, take some of the soils on the site and place 
them in the area immediately below the pavement. And whatever 
site we would go on, there would have to be a granular subbase under- 
neath the runway, probably imported, for any area in Virginia or 
northern Virginia. 

Senator Tarr. You have taken all of that into consideration ? 

Mr. Howett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. And did you make a similar study out at the other 
sites, in order to arrive at your dcision as to what land area you would 
select ? 

Mr. Howe tt. Our initial decision was based on a thorough analysis 
of the information then available. We had the Bureau of Public 
Roads conduct tests in the Burke area, and since the Chantilly area 
has come back into discussion we have had the Corps of Engineers 
actually go out and make core tests of a very limited nature of the 
Chantilly site. We find an altogether different picture out there, sir. 

Senator Tyr. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


COMMENTS ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Pyle, your letter delivered to me last Thurs- 
day night makes some comment on the community development, and 
you dispose of that as follows: 


The aforementioned report— 
you are talking about the Fairfax County report— 


devotes considerable space to a discussion of possible future sewerage for 
northern Virginia in the area surrounding Chantilly, as compared with the 
area around Burke. Again, we find ourselves at a slight disadvantage when 
it comes to discussing sewerage systems and comprehensive community planning. 
We can state, however, that sewage disposal for both the storm water runoff 
and the sanitary sewage connected with construction of an airport has been 
included as part of our estimated cost of construction, and would be adequately 
taken care of whether the airport were located at Burke or at Chantilly. 


I gather from that that your planning does completely include this 
sanitary feature with reference to both airports, but that you express 
no opinion and no source of information about the developmental 
problems of Fairfax County; is that correct ? 

Mr. Pye. That is correct. 


GROUND STRUCTURES 


Senator Hottanp. Now, with reference to the ground structures, 
you deal with that at some length. Yousay: 


Our estimates call for approximately 16 million cubic yards of grading at the 
Burke site at an estimate cost of 49 cents per cubie yard. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS REPORT ON CHANTILLY SUBSURFACE 


You received from the Corps of Engineers a report concerning 
subsurface conditions at Chantilly. Do you have that report of the 
engineers ¢ 

Mr. Howe tt. I have a summary of it, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Will you file that for the record ? 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM, UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Crviz AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 


August 1, 1957. 
To: Administrator, W-1. 


From: Director, Office of Airports. 
Subject: Subsurface conditions, Chantilly, Va. 


The Corps of Engineers has furnished us with a report of their findings in 
connection with recent investigations in the Chantilly area. 
Fifteen auger holes show: 

(1) Surface material for an average depth of 2.1 feet (from 1. feet to 5.0 
feet) consists of silt, clay, and clayey fine sand. 

(2) Below this surface material there is an average thickness of 1.6 feet of 
red shale which required much spading and chopping to permit removal by 
auger. This resulted in powdering the material in some cases. 

Three deeper borings taken with diamond-core drills show: 

(1) Toa depth of 20 feet (depth of core tests) there is massive red siltstone 
(relatively hard) with some evidence of joint planes having inclusions of 
clay, minerals, and chlorite. 

Our engineers advise us that the material below the overburden would probably 
be classified as rock excavation. 
HERBERT H. HOWELL, W-400. 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, WASHINGTON DIsTRICT, 


Washington, D. C., July 26, 1957. 
Director, OFFICE OF ATRPORTS, 


Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 


(Attention: W-427.) 
Dear Sir: Reference is made to your letter to this office requesting that certain 


subsurface investigations be made by our forces. 

Attached is Report No. 320 covering these investigations as directed by Mr. 
Whittle of your agency. 

Also attached, for retention in your files, are the original reproducibles of the 
boring logs. 

Billing for the work is being handled by separate correspondence. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN C. CHAPMAN, 
Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
Assistant for Military Construction, 
(For the District Engineer). 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
WASHINGTON DIsTRICT, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1957. 


SITE INVESTIGATION SECTION, FOUNDATION AND MATERIALS BRANCH 


Report No.: 320. 

Subject: Site investigation (preliminary). 
Project: Civil Aeronautics Administration. 
Location: Near Chantilly, Va. 

Prepared by H. L. Cooper. 

Approved by Earl J. Purcell. 


Table of contents: 
(a) Report. 
(b) Boring logs 991/F1 to 15, inclusive. 
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1, AUTHORIZATION 
Letter from the Administrator, Civil Aeronautics Administration, Department 
of Commerce. 
2. SCOPE 


To provide subsurface information consisting of 15 borings to a maximum 
depth of 20 feet at locations selected and staked by the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration. 


8. PROCEDURE 


(a) In compliance with instructions the borings were extended to refusal by 
hand-auger methods. Soils were classified in accordance with the Corps of 
Engineers unified soil classification system by visual examination. 

(b) Since auger refusal was encountered at rather shallow depths for all 
borings, three locations were selected and extended by diamond-core drilling. 
The cores obtained by diamond drilling were described by appropriate geological 
terms on the basis of visual examination of the cores. 

(c) Surface elevations at the borings were not determined and only depths 
below the existing ground surface recorded on the boring logs. 


4. COMMENTS 


No conclusions or recommendations are required and the information requested 
is supplied on the boring log sheets. 


(Boring log sheets filed with committee. ) 


GRADING ESTIMATE AT BURKE SITE 


Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? It is 6:30. How 
much longer do you intend to continue? 

Senator Hotzianp. Fifteen minutes will conclude the hour that I 
had assigned for this part of the presentation, unless you wish to 


go into something beyond that. 

Senator Ture. No; I have no wish other than that I know that 
we have a floor session on, and I was just wondering how much longer 
you intended to have this committee sit. 

Senator Hotianp. Fifteen minutes, I think, will suffice. And per- 
sonally, I would rather be here than there. 

Senator Tuyr. I am not certain, however, what the subject matter 
is to be discussed. 

Senator Hotianp (reading) : 

Our estimates call for aproximately 16 million cubic yards of grading at the 
Burke site at an estimated cost of 49 cents per cubic yard. We recently received 
from the Corps of Engineers a report concerning subsurface conditions at 
Chantilly. 

I understand you will file that report for the record. 

Mr. Pytr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. The amount of excavation, this says, at the 
Chantilly site is estimated to be approximately 514 million cubic yards, 
of which approximately 3 million cubic yards would be the afore- 
mentioned silt stone, that would cost around $1.50 a yard to move, and 
the remaining 214 million yards would be earth excavation at approxi- 
mately 50 cents per yard. 

You do not indicate by your statement that there is any excavation 
and filling to be done there, such as has been testified to by the present 
witness, as required at Burke. 
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EXCAVATION AND FILLING WORK 


Now, is there any excavation and filing to be done in the Chantilly 
site ? 

Mr. Pyze. I will let Mr. Howell answer that. He is more familiar 
with it. 

Mr. Howext. We estimated approximately 514 million total cubic 
yards of material to be used in preparing this site at Chantilly. 

Senator Hotxianp. But there is not any insecure stuff there to be 
moved in large quantity and replaced by sounder and firmer stuff, 
such as there is at Burke, is there? 

Mr. Howetu. From our reports, we anticipate little or none of that 
on the Burke site, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not agree, then, with the testimony of 
this witness that there will be a sizable amount of that substitution 
required ¢ 

Mr. Howe... I would have to say “No,” based on the advice of soils 
engineers with the CAA. Iam not personally competent to take issue 
with him, because I am not a soils man. 

Senator Hottanp. You remember that in the hearing last spring 
there was a strong showing made that there would have to be much 
of this what they call rottenstone moved and disposed of before you 
had anything sound to build upon at Burke. You recall that; do 
you not? 

Mr. Howe. I recall that as to one particular well that had been 
dug out there; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. The point I wanted to get at now is this: You 
do not have any knowledge of any such operation that is required at 
the Chantilly site? 

Mr. Howe... No, sir; other than the excavation of the material 
that we believe would be classified as rock, based on our limited report 
from the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Hotianp. Have you a similar report from the Corps of 
Engineers on the Burke site? 

Mr. Howetu. No, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Why not? 


PUBLIC ROADS REPORT ON BURKE SITE 


Mr. Howetx. We have the Bureau of Public Roads report on that, 
sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. Is that in detail also? 

Mr. Howe tt. In considerable detail; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Will you supply that for the record? 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM, UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Marcu 19, 1952. 
To: Director, Washington Airport project, W-1. 
Through : Director, Office of Airports, W—110. 
From : Chief, Paving and Soils Branch. 
Subject: Subsurface explorations, Burke Airport site, Fairfax County, Va. 


From time to time during the past several months, the Bureau of Public Roads, 
in connection with their training program. for highway engineers, has conducted 





636 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


subsurface explorations throughout the boundaries of the site for the proposed 
Washington Airport at Burke, Va. 

The explorations consisted of geophysical tests by means of electrical re- 
sistivity and seismic equipment. The resistivity method measures the resistance 
of the earth’s materials to the flow of a direct current of electricity. The 
character of the materials in the area tested is determined from the resistance 
measurements. Solid rock possesses very high resistance to the flow of elec- 
trical current and the resistance becomes lower as the material changes through 
weathered rock to soil overburden. By making trial tests over exposed rock 
and soil materials in a given area, it is possible to obtain control data for use in a 
rather accurate analysis of resistance data in similar materials. These tests, 
made at the rate of 2 or 3 per hour for depths of 60 feet, have been used quite 
successfully in many sections of the country to predict the presence or absence of 
solid rock formations within the limits of a construction project. 

The seismic method measures the velocity of the propagation of sound waves 
in the earth’s materials and furnishes a means of determining the depth and 
character of materials below the surface of the ground. Hard, dense rock usually 
has wave velocities in excess of 10,000 feet per second with an average of about 
14,000 to 15,000 feet per second. Some soils may have wave velocities as low as 
600 feet per second. Weathered rock will have intermediate wave velocities rang- 
ing from 4,000 to 7,000 or 8,000 feet per second, depending upon the degree of 
weathering. This test has been used extensively in this country and in other 
parts of the world to determine the presence of hard rock and the depth of 
overburden. 

With respect to the explorations at the Burke Airport site, resistivity tests were 
made at 68 different locations where excavation is anticipated. These tests and 
the results may be grouped as follows: 

1. Two calibration tests were made over a known rock outcrop in the 
vicinity of the town of Burke. This outcrop existed as a narrow ridge of 
quartz rock which at one time was used as a source of crushed stone in 
quarry operations. High resistivities (1 million ohm-centimeters), char- 
acteristic of such a rock formation, were measured. 

2. Sixteen tests were performed where subsurface conditions were known 
from a study of exposed highway and railroad cuts and from records of 
the material encountered in dug wells within the area. Calibration tests 
were made at 8 of these locations in materials consisting of soil or highly 
weathered rock to a depth of at least 40 feet. In all cases the measured 
resistivities were less than 100,000 units (ohm-centimeters). 

3. Fifty tests were made at locations selected with the idea of exploring 
the areas where the maximum depths of cut could be expected during con- 
struction operations. Twenty-two of these locations gave resistivity 
results well within the range found for ordinary soil conditions (less than 
100,000 units). 

At the remaining 28 test locations the resistivities were higher than the 
100,000 units. Auger borings to depths of 14 feet and seismic tests at 
depths ranging from 8 to 37 feet revealed that the subsurface materials at 
these locations should be classified as earth. 

4. Wave velocities obtained at the seismic test locations ranged from 
3,600 to 7,000 feet /second with an average velocity of only 5,240 feet/second. 
In comparison, hard rock in this area should show wave velocities ranging 
from 12,000 to 15.000 feet/second. A velocity as low as 7,000 feet/second 
seldom, if ever, can be associated with a hard-rock formation. 

5. Isolated dikes of quartzite, in almost a vertical position, were indicated 
in scattered locations. These dikes are not uncommon in the highly weath- 
ered schists found in this area. However, they are seldom over 2 to 4 feet 
in thickness and because of their vertical position, surrounded by soils 
and weathered materials, they should offer no problem during construc- 
tion. The volume of this material is insignificant and it can generally be 
knocked over by such equipment as bulldozers and power shovels. 


Although final determination regarding the types and quantities of different 
materials to be encountered must await the results of borings and sampling, 
the only conclusion that can be reached on the basis of the foregoing findings is 
that the existing materials to a depth of 40 feet or more consist of soil and 
highly weathered rock that can be excavated by means of the commonly used 
earth-moving equipment. Hard rock, requiring blasting, is not indicated except 
for the quartzite dikes and some boulders. 
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For your information, the Bureau of Public Roads wishes to continue their 
subsurface explorations at the airport site as new groups of highway engineer 
trainees report to Washington. Since the results of this work is mutually bene- 
ficial to both agencies, it is recommended that they be extended the same coop- 
eration as in the past so that their efforts will be concentrated in those areas 
that will furnish the most useful information. This will result in considerable 
savings in later engineering costs. 

Copies of the survey data sheets are attached herewith for retention in your 
project file. 


é : J Henry Aazon, W-119. 
(Survey data sheets filed with committee.) 


MAPS OF CHANTILLY AND BURKE AREAS 


Mrs. Wi1kins. I think you gentlemen have seen the Chantilly map 
showing most subsoil as good, I would like to get into the record the 
two maps of the Chantilly and Burke areas. 

This material at Chantilly which the CAA tells Senator Holland 
will cost $1.50 per cubic yard to move is illustrated here by Mr. Henry. 

Mr. Coteman. This is a profile of one of the leading soils around 
the Chantilly area. You could plan your layout so that over half 
would fall on this soil. 

This is shale that underlies it, and this may extend down to 5 or 6 
feet. It gets harder as you go down. And my assumption was that 
if you would grade down to good sound material you would have a 
good base there for yourrunway. As you go down, this shale becomes 
firmer as you do down in depth. 

Senator Hotianp. You think there would be a sound foundation 
down there which would not require any replacement? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, sir; I checked with the Bureau of Public Roads, 
and we ran tests with them when a soil survey was made of the county, 
and they said that this underlying material they would rate as good. 

Senator Hottanp. They would rate it as good ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. Yes,sir. This is one of the leading soils in the Chan- 
tilly area. 

Senator Hotianp. The difference is in the depth of soil lying over 
the shale ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, sir. And where the drainage is not as good, 
we get a soil not as well drained, a lighter colored soil, but it is essen- 
tially underlaid by the shale in this whole area. 

Mrs. Witkins. Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. George Landrith here, 
who has one of the largest earth-moving businesses in northern 
Virginia, who would like to tell you what he thinks the cost of moving 
the earth at Chantilly would be. He is also a member of our planning 
commission. 

OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE LANDRETH, MOUNT VERNON, VA. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Lanpretu. My name is George Landreth. I am one of those 
“vociferous minorities” that Hank Roth referred to. And I live 4 
miles from the airport in the Mount Vernon area. It may be that 
where Mr. Roth lives it is soundproof, but I would like for you all to 
sit on my porch someday and hear this hundred decibels come over my 





638 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


porch. You have to stop talking every 5 or 10 minutes and hang on 
to your seats. 

I have been a member of the planning commission for about 10 
years. However, I am not speaking for them today. I am speaking 
as a property owner and one who is interested in good development 
of the county. Iam also a builder and developer and an earth mover. 
And I want to say in all my years I have never seen such a concentrated 
display of propaganda by mail, by newspapers, and by word of mouth. 
The people have been led to believe that it will cure all evils and all 
the taxload of Fairfax County. I have attended several hearings of 
both the planning commission and the chamber of commerce, and no- 
body has ever shown me how the county would derive any tax benefit 
from the airport whatsoever. 

In the last presentation—this was just a couple of months ago—we 
asked them to come up and show us where it would actually benefit the 
county directly, and the opponents of the airport used Idlewild Air- 
port as an example of great industrial growth. I had been there about 
a week before, and if there was any industrial area I could not find it. 

They also used Kansas City as another example. I used to live there 
in 1941. The railroad development got most of that, not the airport. 

Most of the drive to put this thing over has been from people and 
organizations outside of the county. There are exceptions. But as 
a whole, most of the people really interested in the welfare of Fairfax 
County are opposed. 

However, they have neither had the funds nor the time to bring out 
all the facts on this case. 

As I said, there are exceptions. Some of my good friends here in 


this room are for the airport, but frankly I think even though they 
are sometimes right, this time they have been misled and are wrong. 


PREFERENCE FOR FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, might I ask the witness a question? 

Would you suggest that we go to Friendship ? 

Mr. Lanpreru. Well, yes: I would. I frankly would prefer it at 
Friendship. If it is needed in Virginia, as I go ahead to say, and I 
don’t have too much to say on that, I think if the airport is overloaded 
and it is a dangerous condition—and I certainly don’t know—then I 
think the thing to do even if they are going to build a new one would be 
to use the one at Friendship, and if it is to come to Virginia I strongly 
believe Chantilly, for the benefit of that area, should be used. rather 
than Burke. Does that answer your question, sir ? 

Senator Tuy. My question was primarily whether in your opinion 
it would be better to go to Friendship and locate there as a second 
airport. 

Mr. LAnprETH. Well, yes; I think it would be. 

Senator Tuyr. You do not think the distance would be a factor? 


COST OF MOVING EARTH 


Mr. Lanpreru. I don’t think too great a factor. 

We have also been led to believe it would cost $1.50 a yard to move 
earth at Chantilly, and 49 cents in Burke. 

I have been moving earth since I was 18 years old, and after studying 
the earth tests on both sites T would say that 49 cents is about right 
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for Burke unless they get into rock, which could cost $4 or $5 a yard. 
So if there are 16 million cubic yards, this would cost $8,040,000. 

Now, if the shale at Chantilly has to be moved with a shovel'and 
trucks, the maximum cost for moving and spreading and rolling would 
be 70 cents a yard or $3,850,000 for the 5,500,000 yards. 

A lot of the top dirt at Chantilly could be moved in pans for 45 
cents and 50 cents. Given the benefit of the doubt, there would be 
$4,190,000 savings at Chantilly on the dirt, and I agree with Mr. Roth 
that you can’t clear for $60. I used $300 an acre for the clearing on 
the Burke site, which would make it in round figures a million and a 
half. That would make a total savings, according to my figures, of 
$5,690,000. 

Senator Hotianp. That is the difference between the two ! 

Mr. Lanprern. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Clearing and grading ? 

Mr. Lanpreru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyx. Mr. Chairman, I bid you good night. 

Senator Hotianp. I am sorry to lose you. 

Mr. Lanprern. I do not want to take any more of your time, but 
if an airport is to be built in Virginia I hope it will be built at 
Chantilly. 

Mrs. Wrixrns. Mr. Chairman, there are two others who have state- 
ments to make and several who want to file statements for the record. 
Senator Hotianp. I notice you have one from the school board. 

Mrs. Witx1ns. He was here, but he had to leave. Mr. Freehill is 
here, I believe, from the board of county supervisors. And Mr. Gor- 
don will be the other one. 

Senator Homann. Mr. Freehill I remember testified very clearly 
before our committee before. 

Have you anything to add to that testimony ? 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FREEHILL, MEMBER, BOARD OF COUNTY 
SUPERVISORS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


ATTITUDE OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Freenity. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state for the record 
that my name is Joseph H. Freehill., I am a member of the Board of 
County Supervisors of Fairfax County, I represent more than 35,000 
people residing in the Falls Church magisterial district, the district 
in which the Burke airport is proposed to be located. 

On July 16, 1956, as the then chairman of the board, I appeared 
before the full Senate Appropriations Committee to oppose the Burke 
site. I was here officially at the direction of the board. Again this 
year, on January 18, I appeared before the special subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations studying addi- 
tional airport facilities for the Washington area, of which 
you, Senator Holland, are the chairman, and testified, at the 
direction of the board, in opposition to the proposed Burke site. What 
I had to say on those two occasions stated facts that have not changed 
in the interim and are as valid today as they were then. I will not 
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repeat those statements. They are a part of those published hearings 
for all to read. Mrs. Wilkins has touched on some of those points, 

Mr. Chairman, we in Fairfax County live in a very contentious area, 
Sometimes the voting at our board meetings resembles the Supreme 
Court’s 5-4 splits. But I think on this particular airport issue there 
has been more unaninimity of opinion on the board over the years than 
on most subjects that come before us. 

There have been 14 different individuals who have served on the 
Fairfax Board of County Supervisors since 1951, when this project 
first came to light. In that time, of the 14 members of the board, 
only General Ovenshine, who appeared here today, has voted against 
the board’s consistent opposition to the proposed Burke airport site, 

Senator Hotitanp. Was the board always a seven-member board ‘ 

Mr. Freentmu. The board, in 1951, was a six-member board. In 
1953 it became a seven-member board. 

Senator Hottanp. And you say that the general is the only member 
of the board who has ever voted in favor of Burke? 

Mr. Freenity. That is right. 

Senator HoLttanp. How many different votes have been taken? 

Mr. Freenity. On six different occasions since 1951 the board has 
adopted resolutions opposing Burke as a site for the airport, and I 
think the board’s failure to act on General Ovenshine’s motion not to 
oppose the proposed Burke site, made at the board’s recent meeting on 
July 31, 1957, could be chalked up as the seventh occasion. ‘There 
were six members present at the meeting, and, as General Ovenshine 
has told you, he could not even get a second to his motion. 

Senator Hottanp. Do your members of the board—TI assume they 
do— represent various local areas covering the whole county ? 

Mr. Freenity. That is right, sir. 

The county is divided into seven magisterial districts. 

Senator Hottanp. Each one of which has one member of the super- 
vising board ? 

Mr. Freentiy. That is right. 

Senator HoLtLanp. So that the 6 out of 7 attivade, and the 5 out of 6 
attitude, has been a continuing thing from 1951 to now; is that correct ? 

Mr. Freenity. During the period when the board was a six-member 
board the vote was unanimous. Since the board became a seven-mem- 
ber board the vote continued to be unanimous until 1956, when Gen- 
eral Ovenshine voted against the board’s sixth resolution in opposition 
to the Burke site. It was that board action which brought me here 
before the full Senate Appropriations Committee on July 16, 1956, to 
testify on behalf of the board. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point up 1 or 2 things which show 
the concern that we have, as a governing body. 


PROBLEM OF NOISE 


Some questions were asked of Mr. Davis concerning noise. I no- 
ticed that he was very guarded in what he said. He talked only in 
terms of what he thought as to the possibility of reducing the noise 
factor. But I listened very, very carefully to the testimony before 
your subcommittee in January of this year, and the most that I could 
get out of the testimony of the experts was that the noise factor in the 
prototype that is being worked on had been reduced from 118 to 190 
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decibels. This is still 13 decibels above human toleration according to 
the experts. There is still no assurance as to how much jet noise can 
be suppressed. 

Mr. Chairman, we who represent the people of Fairfax County: do 
not want our county and our residents to be used as a guinea pig. If 
after this airport is built. it is found that the noise and vibration 
factors canno: be reduced to the level of human toleration we will be 
stuck. There will be nothing that we can do about the noise. The air- 
port will be there and will continue to be used from then on out no 
matter how intolerable the noise and vibration may be. It is this very 
definite concern for the people that has caused our board to be so con- 
sis‘ent in its opposition to a jet airport at Burke. 


CONSULTATION WITH BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Now, Mr. Pyle read to you letters today that indicated that the 
previous board had been consulted in 1951. I charged before the 
fal committee a year ago, and before your subcommittee last January, 
and I charge again today, that the CAA has at no time ever con- 
sulted with the Fairfax County Board, and I do not believe they 
ever intended to consult with the board on the selection of the site, 
as required by law. I do not think that the term “information” and 
the term “consultation” are synonymous. And the most that you can 
get out of the correspondence and what transpired in 1951, is that 
CAA advised the board as to what their intentions were. But as you 
well put it, Mr. Chairman, in a question to Mr. Pyle, no matter what 
transpired in 1951, two major factors have taken place in the interim 
that demanded consultation with the board, if the mandate of Con- 
gress in the authorizing legislation was to be carried out. And those 
two important factors are: (1) The nature of the proposed airfield 
has changed; and (2) the residential character of our county has 
completely changed in the intervening 6 years since the site was 
selected in 1951, 

In 1951, a propeller-type field on a much smaller scale was proposed. 
It is now clear that the proposal is for a much larger site to be used 
by jet aircraft. No matter what the hopes may be, no one can seri- 
ously deny that a jet airport will make a much more objectionable 
and serious impact on the community than would the conventional 
propeller-type airfield. 


GROWTH OF COUNTY 


And, Mr. Chairman, more important, in 1951 we had a county of 
87,557 people. Today, Mrs. Wilkins says, we have 190,000. Dr. 
Piccard of the Washington Board of Trade says we have a population 
of better than 200,000. It is predicted that we are going to reach 
500,000 before the year 2000. 

There have been recorded more than 8,000 residential lots to the 
east of this airport site since 1951, so that the growth of the county 
from the east to the west is now in recorded subdivisions within a mile 
or a mile and a half of the proposed site. And from the north, there 
are on record subdivisions that come down into the approach zones 
of the proposed Burke Airport. 

The character of Fairfax County has so changed since 1951 that I 
cannot understand how the Secretary of Commerce in 1955, when this 
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issue was brought to life could have avoided coming before the county 
board to consult with the board on the selection of the site. 

Now, Mr. Pyle has made the statement that he talked to the present 
board chairman, Mr. Keith. I hope he did not mean to imply to this 
committee that what he said to Chairman Keith was that the CAA 
will now, after 6 years, consult with the county board as to the selec. 
tion of the site. 

Mr. Pyle could not remember just what the conversation was but, 
Mr. Chairman, there is an exchange of correspondence on this subject, 
A few days after Mr. Pyle had visited with Mr. Keith, a communica- 
tion from CAA came to Mr. Keith, and he read it to our board, together 
with his reply. And the gist of the communication from CAA was 
that they would be happy to send a technician to the board to explain 
what it was all about. We do not want explanations. We feel that 
Congress was very wise in determining, in the legislation authorizi 
the selection of the site, that a commercial airfield would have su 
an impact upon the community that the local county board should be 
consulted as to its suitability and impact upon the community. This 
we think we deserve. Less than this is not enough; less than this is 
not carrying out the mandate of Congress. 

And I want to say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that I speak for the 
people of Fairfax County when I thank you for the care with which 
you have conducted the hearing today, as well as the hearings before 
the subcommittee on this Burke Airport issue. Your questions have 
developed a record. Members of the Senate can look at the printed 
volume of the hearings that took place in January to find out what the 
facts are with respect to Burke. That record was made by the very 
careful questions propounded by you. And again today, even in these 
elosing hours ef Congress, you have taken the time to develop this 
record. 

I felt the other week in testifying before the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee that they were pretty rushed, and that they did not 
have sufficient time to digest and study the material presented. But 
notwithstanding these time pressures you have given very careful 
consideration, to the subject matter of this hearing. I hope the Sen- 
ate and the full committee will have the opportunity and desire to 
digest the factual information you have so ably developed here today. 
For if so, and if the Congress 1s sincere about the necessity of taking 
into consideration the impact upon the community of a facility of this 
kind, then it seems to me that the question will answer itself as to 
whether or not Burke should be selected as the proper site for this air- 
ort. 

Senator Hotiann. Thank you, Mr. Freehill. 

Now, there is one other witness here whose name Senator Robertson 
has handed me. His name is Gordon. Mr. Gordon? Are you here, 
Mr. Gordon ? 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT PROPOSAL 
STATEMENT OF BRYAN GORDON, BERRYVILLE, VA. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr.Gorpon. Yes,sir. Iamstill here. 
Senator Hotianp. I do not know whether you are for or against, 
but Senator Robertson said you were a friend of his and Senator 
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Byrd’s. Not from Fairfax County, I think he said, but with some 
experience in that county. YOU ua « 

The committee will be glad to hear your statement, if it is brief. 

Mr. Gorvon. I shall make it brief. io 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Bryan Gordon. I live in Berryville, Va. 
My office is in Alexandria, Va. by 

I have only recently gotten acquainted with this airport location 
problem, although I have been actively engaged in real estate con- 
struction work in the metropolitan area for about 20 years. I was 
also actively engaged in the construction of a complete airport during 
the war. I know a little bit about the construction of one. 

I have also consulted with some people that I feel are authorities 
on airport operation, location, safety, and so forth. And as a result, 
I have come up with a few conclusions some of which I do not believe 
have been aired here today. 

But basically, the CAA have given five reasons, economy and con- 
venience of the traveling public, efficiency of operation, impact on the 
community, study of the air traffic pattern, and availability of land, 
as their reasons for selecting the Burke site. 

It appears to me that they have left out the two most important 
factors to be considered; that of the safety of the air traveler and 
the economy in land purchased and the development and construction 
cost of the airport. 

I have gone into those items a little bit, and I can give you my 
impression of the cost. 

As far as the safety is concerned, I do not think we need say much 
about that. The Curtis report, CAA, everyone, admits that they need 
a considerable distance between airports in order to have enough 
maneuvering room in the air for the airports. 

The CAA today has admitted that an airport at Burke would elimi- 
nate one of their locations where they stack the planes. 


AIRPORT COST 


But going into the cost, which I think is a very important feature, 
it appears to me that CAA got itself in a rather bad position when 
they made their inaccurate estimate as to the cost of the land at the 
Burke site back in 1951. Instead of admitting their mistakes and 
revising their views based on the developments that have taken place, 
both in land development and also in aircraft development, they ap- 
parently continue to try to get the Burke site put over, I suppose to 
save face, even though it might be at a considerable waste of the tax- 
payers’ money. 

In checking into the cost of land in the Burke area, I found that 
nowhere has any land been sold at $200 an acre, which is one of the 
figures they have in their estimate when they say that 3,173 acres 
can be bought for $649,470, including the improvements thereon. 

If it cost them, back in 1951, $900 an acre to get that thousand acres, 
how in the world do they expect to buy 5,000 more acres there today 
at anywhere less than $5 million ? 

According to all the transactions that I have been able to dig up, 
the cost of the land alone, on unimproved tracts, has been ‘five, six, or 
seven hundred dollars an acre in the Burke area. 
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In contrast to that, I find that land has sold in the C hantilly area for 
as low as $280, and the highest price I could find was $400 an acre, 

Based on this, you could get the full 6,000 acres that they need out 
there for two and a half million, which is less than it w ould take to 
buy just the land that they still require, even on their estimate at 
Burke. So from a land-purchasing standpoint, I feel there is no 
comparison. Chantilly has got to be less expensive to the taxpayers 
of a country. 

I do not see why we should let CAA go along with their wishful 
thinking and spend the taxpayers’ money just ‘because they picked 
Burke back in 1951. We would be better off if we even let that ground 
just go to waste, although we do not have to do that, because it has a 
value, and we can probably recoup more than the original cost. 


LAND CLEARING 


Another item that has been brought up is the land clearing. When 
you buy a piece of ground to dev elop, | you have to figure the completed 
piece of ground, and until it is cleared your cost is ‘hot complete, even 
though you might buy it very cheaply. The land at Chantilly is al- 
most all clear. There will be very little clearing required. 

At Burke, on the other hand, it is heavily wooded, and we figure a 
round figure of $300 an acre when planning to develop wooded land, 

Some of that cleari ing can run as high as $500 an acre. Some of it 
can run considerably less. But in looking over the Burke site, I 
would say an average of $300 an acre for clearing would be a very 
conservative figure. 

That would mean that we would have a considerable amount of 
money spent on the Burke site in addition to the land purchased for 
clearing. 

The CAA has allowed $7,840,000 for moving 6 million yards of 
earth in their construction estimate at Burke. 

Senator Hotianp. Sixteen million / 

Mr. Gorvon. For moving 16 million yards of earth. That is correct, 
sir. That is approximately one-quarter of the entire project. And 
looking over that site, and taking into consideration the fact that there 
is 130 feet or more difference in elevation, as compared to about 30 
feet at Chantilly, I feel that a more logical figure for that earthmoving 
would be up in the neighborhood of S15 million, because there is some 
granite rock that is going to have to be blasted out, at a cost of $4 
or $5 per yard. 

In addition to that, as the testimony just indicated, there is dirt to be 
moved and then replaced. That always doubles your cost also. When 
you have to go to sifting your dirt around and mixing it in order to get 
something that you can use, your cost goes up not double but triple. 

So, in my experience in moving earth, and I have had a good bit of it 
moved, I would say that they are considerably low on the earthmoving 
estimate. 

Senator Honnanp. What is your business ? 

Mr. Gorpvon. Construction and development work. IT have been in 
construction and development work for about 20 years. 

Senator Hortianp. Do you have any lands in or around either the 
surke or Chantilly areas? 
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Mr. Gorpon. I have a little bit of ground in both places but nothing 
in Loudoun County, where the Chantilly area is, and nothing in the 
close proximity of Burke. 

Senator HoLtianp. You have some property in both general areas, 
but none close to either airport ? 

Mr. Gorpon. No, sir. 


INTEREST IN LOCATION 


Senator Hotitanp. Have you any personal interest in this one way 
or the other ? 

Mr. Gorpon. I had no interest in it whatever, sir, until about 3 weeks 
ago. 

Senator Hottanp. What aroused your interest in it? Did Senator 
Robertson or Senator Byrd ask you to look into it? 

Mr. Gorpon. Partly. But I am in a position right now where it 
looks like I am going to have to pay some tremendous taxes that I 
really—this should go off the record, I think, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. You do not have to tell us any of your secrets 
if you do not want to. 

Mr. Gorpon. And it made me pretty interested in how these tax dol- 
lars are spent. That is the way I got started in it. And in talking 
to Senator Robertson about it, he suggested that if I could work any- 
thing up he would appreciate it. And when I got interested in it, then 
I dug in more. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gorpon. I have 1 or 2 other little things here. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. 


COMPARISON OF BURKE AND CHANTILLY SITES 


Mr. Gorvon. The CAA admits that Chantilly should cost around 
23 percent less to build than Burke. That means, based on that $30 
million estimate, that there is about $7 million difference. And, 
since the difference in cost of the construction could only be in the 
earth moving, since the buildings will cost the same once the ground 
is graded, that means that that $7 million must be in the earth moving 
at Burke, and so they have not allowed anything for Chantilly, the 
way I figure it. This, to me, is just further proof that their figures 
are way off base. 

In comparing the overall picture, I come up with the figure of 
$907,000 for the land already purchased at Burke: $7 million, con- 
servatively, to buy the rest of it; a million and a half for clearing: 
another $15 million for grading, or a total of about $22 million for 
Burke. 

Compared to that, there are already 460 acres owned in the general 
Chantilly area that, I believe, would be usable for an airport, to cost 
the Government about $75,000. It is not now, I understand, being 
actively used. The balance of the ground there would cost, I think, 
not over $214 million. 

I have contacted 1 or 2 landowners, and they tell me that that land 
cost them from $80 to $150 an acre, and they would be quite happy 
to sell it for $400 an acre. They would, of course, like to get more. 
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Your clearing at Chantilly amounts to next to nothing when we 
consider these figures; $150,000 should do it. Your earth moving, be- 
ing considerably less, I think would run in the neighborhood of $3 
million. That would fit in with Mr. Landreth’s figure, I believe, and 
he is in the earth-moving business. That gives us a difference of 
$5,700,000 against $22 million, or approximately a $17 million say- 
ing, just in getting your land ready to build the airport. Now, that, 
to me, is a lot of money. I think it should be to anybody. 


GROUND TRAVEL TIME 


The other point that has, I think, been completely overlooked in 
the testimony today is based on the fact that CAA really found only 
one unfavorable feature to Chantilly, and that was the ground-travel 
time. I have made some actual tests. They do not mean anything. 
The distance and the time estimated at Burke is based on new access 
roads. It cannot possibly be accurate at more than one time of the 
day, because your traffic going out in the evening and coming in in the 
morning across the 14th Street Bridge and down the Shirley High- 

vay could change your time 2 and 3 times. You can spend 30 min- 
utes one time and 60 minutes the other, going over the same space. 

On the other hand, all of the estimates to Chantilly have been based 
on using Highway 50. As I see it, we have Mount Vernon Boulevard 
already under construction to Langley. It is going on up to Cabin 
John Bridge, where it will meet the belt highway. That means that 
you have a 4-lane highway with no traffic lights from National Airport 
all the way to the belt highway. 

From the belt highway you can either go out 50 or you can go out 
Route 7 to the Chantilly area, both routes at that point being in more 
or less open country. So, your time, once that highway is finished, up 
to the Cabin John Bridge—and it is now under construction—will 
probably be less to get to Chantilly than it will be to get to Burke. 

Senator Hotuanp. We will recess for 2 or 3 minutes, and I want to 
take the testimony of Mr. Boucher after you have completed, and then 
we will be finished. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

Senator Hotianp. All right, Mr. Gordon. If you will finish up, we 
will be through in a few brief minutes. 

Mr. Gorvon. Mr. Chairman, I think I had better cut this thing off. 
We have stayed here long enough. 

IT would say, in conclusion, that, since transportation time seems to 
be the main difference between Chantilly and Burke as far as CAA is 
concerned, and I think the testimony has unquestionably shown that 
the construction cost at Chantilly will be considerably less than at 
Burke, and CAA themselves admit that Chantilly would be a safer 
airport, since it would have more maneuvering space in the air—in the 
face of this, it is necessary that we have to select Chantilly if we se- 
lect an airport site in Virginia. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you, Mr. Gordon. 
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(Mr. Gordon’s prepared statement follows :) 


Avueust 10, 1957. 
Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR RopertTson: The controversy concerning the location for the 
second airport for the metropolitan area has come to my attention and, after 
looking into the matter, I feel it my duty as a citizen and taxpayer to express my 
views in this regard. 

I have been actively engaged in the real estate and construction business in 
the metropolitan area for approximately 20 years. I was actively engaged in the 
construction of not only an airport, but an entire airbase during the last war. 

I have consulted with Mr. Silas Morehouse, whose experience with both 
military and civil aviation over the past 35 years makes him, in my opinion, a 
leading authority on airport location, design, and operation, air safety around 
airports, and flying in general. 

The CAA base their recommendation of the Burke site on (1) economy and 
convenience of the traveling public, (2) efficiency of operation, (3) impact on 
the community, (4) study of air traffic patterns, and (5) availability of land. 
It appears to me that they have left out the two most important factors to be 
considered, namely, safety of the air traveler and economy in the land purchase 
and construction cost of the airport. 


SAFE AIR DISTANCE BETWEEN AIRPORTS 


CAA standards call for at least 16 air miles between major airports, yet in the 
Burke area they have selected a site which is considerably less than this 16-mile 
requirement. Why should CAA set up standards for others as to the safe distance 
between airports and then ignore the requirements themselves? CAA readily 
admits that Chantilly would be a far safer airport to operate because of the 
greater maneuvering room which would be allowed by the greater distance 
between Chantilly and Washington National Airport. 


LAND COST 


It appears that CAA have placed themselves in a bad position because of their 
poor estimate in 1951 as to the cost of the land for an airport at the Burke site. 
Instead of admitting their mistake and revising their views, based on develop- 
ments which have taken place since 1951 in both land values and aircraft devel- 
opment, they are apparently trying to save face at the cost of safety of the 
air traveler and a waste of taxpayers’ money. 

In 1951 CAA estimated that they could purchase 4,520 acres in the Burke 
area for $904,000 but were able to buy only 1,052 acres for $907,151. Based-on 
these figures, it would appear that it would have cost almost $4 million to buy 
the required 4,520 acres at the Burke site in 1951. Why, now, does CAA esti- 
mate that they can buy an additional 5,440 acres for only $2,245,850 when land 
values in this area have doubled and tripled since 1951? 

In the CAA estimate submitted to the House of Representatives they estimate 
they can buy 3,173 acres of land in the Burke area for $649,470 or approximately 
$200 per acre. How can they reach such a conclusion when land in this imme- 
diate area has in the past 2 years been sold at $560 per acre on a 900-acre tract, 
and as high as $730 on a smaller unimproved tract? 

In addition to this, land was condemned in this area by the Alexandria Water 
Co., and under condemnation proceedings the water company was required to pay 
$567 per acre, plus damages, for a small tract which is not in as desirable a 
location as the airport site. 

There is also, right on the edge of the Burke site, land now being sold at 
$1,600 per one-half acre plot. Just how wrong can CAA be in their estimate 
of the cost of this land this time? 

In 1951 the average pricé paid was approximately $900 per acre. How, with 
prices higher than they were in 1951, can they expect to buy 5,440 acres for less 
than $5 million? 

In contrast to this, the land at the Chantilly site has been selling between 
$280 and $400 per acre in the past few years. Based on this, 6,000 acres of land 
at Chantilly could be bought for, I feel, a maximum of $2,500,000 which would 
result in the entire airport site being purchased for far less than it would be 
necessary to spend to purchase the additional land still needed for Burke. 
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Why should CAA be allowed to carry on this wishful thinking at the expense 
of the taxpayer? Why not require CAA to operate in a businesslike manner? 


LAND CLEARING 


The area at Burke is generally wooded. Therefore, in addition to the land 
cost, it has been my experience in development of wooded land that one must 
spend at least $300 per acre to clear the land before any grading and develop- 
ment work can take place. This means that an additional $114 to $2 million 
must be added to the cost of the land at Burke before it is ready for any grading 
and construction work to take place. 

The clearing required in the Chantilly area before construction could begin 
on the airport would be negligible as practically all of this land is level and 
cleared at present. 

GRADING 


The CAA allowed $7,840,000 for moving 16 million yards of earth in their con- 
struction estimate of 1956 for Burke, or approximately one-quarter of the cost of 
the entire construction project. 

From my experience I feel that a more realistic figure would be approximately 
$15 million inasmuch as the terrain at the Burke site has a variation of 130 feet 
and also there are deposits of solid rock plus an unstable subbase material which 
must be removed before final filling operations can begin. 

CAA admits that the Chantilly cost would be 23 percent less than Burke, or, 
based on their $30 million estimate, $7 million more to build Burke than Chantilly. 
This difference could only be in the grading work, as the building cost would be 
the same in one location as the other once the grading had been completed. In- 
asmuch as the CAA grading estimates for Burke is $7,840,000 it leaves nothing for 
grading in the Chantilly site. This is further proof that they have again under- 
estimated their cost completely. 

It might also be noted that these grading figures apparently do not consider 
any grading necessary for preparing the sites where hangars and buildings other 
than the terminal will have to be constructed, thus making the Burke site still 
more costly. 

In comparison, the Chantilly area has a terrain differential of less than 30 feet 
in the entire 6,000-acre parcel required. Inasmuch as tests show the Chantilly 
area has an excellent shock-absorbing subbase near the surface, there would be 
no excess earthmoving necessary, only that required to properly shape the con- 
tours for the airport. This would involve approximately 5% million eubie yards. 
From past experience, I feel this work could be done at somewhere hetween $214 
million and $3 million maximum. 

Why should the taxpayer be required to spend $12 million extra in grading at 
Burke on a whim of CAA? 


Summary—Cost of land and preparation 


| 


| 
| 
| 


Burke Chantilly 


Amount Acres | Amount Acres 


| 
= “| — " 
Land cost now owned_. _| $907, 151 1, 052 | $75, 000 | 
Land to be purchased ogee | 5, 000, 000 | 5, 443 , 500, 000 
Land clearing - | | 

} 


1, 590, 000 | 150, 000 


' 
Total land cost__- ; ied .| 7,407, 151 _| 2,725, 000 
Grading_-.- | 15,000,000 | 3, 000, 000 


Total cost before construction - 22, 407, 151 -| 5,725,000 


From the above comparison it must be assumed that the Burke area is more 
expensive by at least $17 million than the Chantilly site, to say nothing of the 
time saved in construction. 


GROUND TRAVEL TIME TO AIRPORT 


The only truly unfavorable factor which CAA and any of the proponents for 
the Burke site can find with the Chantilly area is that they claim that the land 
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travel time for the air passenger will be a few minutes longer at Chantilly than 
it would be at Burke. 

From actual tests it has been determined that Chantilly is 3 miles farther 
and 7 minutes longer in time from a central point in Washington than is the 
Burke site. With the new roads now under construction, and the new roads 
which are planned and in some cases already contracted for, this situation will 
be different. All estimate of time and distance to Chantilly have been based 
on using Highway No. 50. This does not appear to be the logical route in view 
of the fact that the Mount Vernon Boulevard along the Potomac River is now 
heing constructed to Langley and later will be constructed to the Cabin John 
Bridge where it meets the circumferential belt highway through Virginia at 
Jones Point. This means that a passenger traveling from Washington National 
Airport to Chantilly would travel over the Mount Vernon Boulevard, which has 
no traffic lights and is four lanes wide, thence over the belt highway (now being 
constructed), thence over an access road to the Chantilly area, thereby makinz 
the rovte almost entirely nonstop traffic. 

In this event it would require less time than would be required to go through 
the city of Alexandria to the Shirley Highway, or by the Pentagon and the 
heavy traffic of the 14th Street Bridge to the Burke site. 

Why must we consider time estimates and distance estimates to Burke based 
on new access roads which must be built, and then consider only existing 
highways when we consider the Chantilly area? 

If transportation between Chantilly and National will be quicker and more 
pleasant, then it stands to reason that transportation to any other general 
area in Washington would likewise be the same. 


CONCLUSION 


CAA and ATA readily admit that Chantilly is the safer location and equal 
to Burke in every other way except ground travel time. Chantilly offers a sizable 
saving of millions of dollars over Burke in land purchase and preparation costs. 

In the face of these facts how can we permit the Burke site to be selected 
as the location for the new metropolitan airport? 

Very truly yours, 
Bryan Gorpon, Jr. 

Senator Hotianp. Mrs. Wilkins, had you finished? 

Mrs. Witxrins. Mr. Chairman, I have the planning commission’s 
resolution and Mr. Coleman’s letters that IT would like to put in the 
record. 

Senator Hotianp. They will be admitted. 

(The material referred to follows) : 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COUNTY OF FATRFAX, 
Fairfax, Va., July 9, 195%. 
Senstor SPESSARD HOLLAND, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HoLtiANp: Enclosed find copy of the final report of the airport 
committee of the Fairfax County Planning Commission, and the commission’s 
resolution endorsing Chantilly as the best airport site in Fairfax County. 

As you will notice, under present driving conditions, Chantilly is 2.9 miles and 
7 minutes further than Burke. Under conditions expected after completion of 
highway improvements already planned, Chantilly will be 0.2 miles and 7.5 min- 
utes closer than it is today—making the driving time from Chantilly to 14th 
Street Bridge 25.5 minutes. 

Of course, construction of about 5 miles of 4-lane access read from Shirley 
Highway to Burke by the Federal Government would also bring Burke a few 
minutes closer, but this would have to be done as a part of the airport project, 
since no improvements are presently planned in this area. 

The population figures compiled by our planning staff also are significant. The 
fact that there appear to be almost 30,000 people within 5 miles of Burke may 
explain the continued opposition to that site. There are, on the other hand, 
less than 7,000 within 5 miles of Chantilly. 
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It is our hope that the possibilities offered by the Chantilly site will be thor. 
oughly restudied by the committee and the CAA, with the factors set forth in 
the report in view. 

More detailed soil information is available at our soil-survey office. Infor. 
mation and the facilities of our planning staff are available to you for any addi- 
tional details desired. 

I will be glad to discuss the matter with you or with the committee at any 
time convenient for you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Farrrax COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, 
By ANNE WILKINS. 


Whereas the Congress of the United States and the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration are considering construction of another airport to serve the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area ; and 

Whereas sites in Fairfax County are being considered for this airport: Be 
it, therefore, 

Resolved, That the Fairfax County Planning Commission go on record ag 
recommending as the best location in Fairfax County for construction of an 
airport the area west of Chantilly, north of United States Route No. 50, sur- 
veyed in 1951 by the CAA as (C1-T1) and recommended in CAA report ag 
a prime location for such airport, if an airport is to be located any place in 
Fairfax County, for the following reasons: 

1. The area is or will be easily accessible to downtown Washington over 
United States Route No. 50, which is proposed to be a limited-access highway 
under the Federal highway program, with the minimum construction of access 
road and the minimum interference with through traffic of any site considered; 

2. This area is now zoned agricultural; it would, therefore, lend itself better 
to the restrictive zoning which would be required around a major airport; 

3. An airport at this location would interfere less with existing land uses, 
and accessory facilities, such as schools, than anywhere else in the county; 

4. The soil and geographical conditions are ideal and the area being relatively 
flat would require a minimum of grading for airport use; 

5. An airport at this site could be coordinated better with the planning pro- 
gram of Fairfax County and the metropolitan area than any other site considered. 


REpoRtT, AIRPORT COMMITTEE, FAIRFAx COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 


INTRODUCTION 


The committee understands that its responsibility extends primarily to the 
determination of the need for an airport to serve Fairfax County, and the best 
location for such an airport from the standpoint of county and areawide planning. 
We would not presume to advise upon location from the standpoint of air-traffic 
pattern, etc. In view of this, we have not studied all of Fairfax County’s 407 
square miles, but have studied the sites previously recommended by aviation 
experts as possible sites for a supplemental Washington airport. We have 
relied largely upon the CAA original (1951) report of site studies made by 
that agency. 

It is significant that the committee has concluded that the area best suited 
for airport location from the planning standpoint is at Chantilly. This site 
was described in the CAA 1951 report as follows: 

“This area offers the only available smooth terrain in the Washington 
vicinity. 

“The site is best from a topographic standpoint and can be developed at less 
eost than any other site. 

“Comparing this site to others studied, the facts indicate that it should be 
ranked second, although it is quite evident that the distance from Washington 
is excessive. 

The difference in the 1951 estimated cost between the Chantilly site and 
Burke was $3,250,152, with Burke costing more. This cost estimate may now 
be considerably more in Chantilly’s favor. The Government has paid more 
than estimated cost of land in the Burke area, while we believe the estimate 
of Chantilly land is high. A study of recent sales indicates an average land 
cost per acre of approximately $350 near Chantilly. 
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The 1951 report indicated some overlapping of traffic pattern between Burke 
and National, but indicates full capacity at Chantilly and National. 


NEED 


An airport facility is needed to serve the Washington metropolitan area and 
Fairfax County. 

Reliable reports indicate that the congestion of Washington National is rapidly 
approaching the danger point, and that it is not possible to expand that facility 
sufficiently to satisfy the needs of the air age. Washington National is not, and 
apparently cannot be made, suitable for large-scale jet operation. 

A new airport to serve the metropolitan area should be in Virginia in order 
that convenient interchange can be made between it and National. The only 
available land of sufficient acreage for such purpose lies within Fairfax County 
or further distant from downtown Washington. The latter obviously would be 
undesirable for the bulk of travelers who are bound to and from downtown 
Washington. 

While it is recognized that a large airport will have some undesirable effects 
on adjoining areas no matter where it is located, it is also recognized that Fair- 
fax County is a part of the Washington metropolitan area, and owes a responsi- 
bility to bear its share of whatever burdens are required for the good of the 
metropolitan region. 

It is believed also that a conveniently located modern airport facility, capable 
of handling jet traffic, is important to the future of Fairfax County itself. Such 
a facility must be conveniently located to the residents of Fairfax County. While 
the committee does not believe the airport itself will attract industry, it is felt 
that the availability of such an airport is an essential requirement in the county’s 
drive to attract new industry, since air travel is an important means of trans- 
portation for busy executives. 


PLANNING 


It is understood that a supplemental Washington airport will inciude approxi- 
mately 6,000 acres, according to informal information obtained from CAA. An- 
other 5,000 acres near the ends of the runways will be restricted in use. There- 
fore, a total of approximately 11,000 acres will be affected in some degree by the 
airport. 

The Chantilly area (proposed in the 1951 CAA report as C1-T1) is the area in 
Fairfax County which will have less effect on existing land use, and will displace 
fewer Fairfax residents than any other site considered by aviation authorities. 

The level Chantilly area is now either lightly wooded or used for grazing. It 
is held in large tracts. Preliminary survey of land records indicate that not 
more than approximately 50 landowners will be involyed—with the exception of 
one undeveloped subdivision. Most of the area is now zoned agricultural, and is 
therefore compatible with airport zoning in accordance with Doolittle report 
recommendations. Much of it is within the area sloping toward the Potomac, 
which both Fairfax County and metropolitan area planning have recognized as 
an area to be held out of high density development in order to prevent possible 
pollution of the Potomac water supply. Population survey recently conducted 
a that there are less than 7,000 people within 5 miles of the Chantilly 

te. 

Preliminary soil and geological information indicate that it is not the best 
suited for agricultural uses, although it is usable for grazing. Soil and geological 
information also indicate that it is not suitable for residential development on 
septic tanks. 

On the other hand, these same soil and geological conditions appear to make 
it ideally suited for airport purposes. The area is covered primarily with 1 to 
6 feet of Penn loam, underlain with shale, and in some places a thin layer of 
Triassic sandstone. While the shale is soft enough to be handled by heavy 
equipment, and the thin sandstone easy to penetrate for the small amount of 
grading which will be necessary in this level area, it is hard enough to provide 
an excellent base for jet runways. There appear to be no heavy rock out- 
cropings south of Route No. 608 which is well beyond the north end of the 
proposed runway location. 

It should be noted that restricted areas at the ends of the runways can still 
be used as at present for grazing cattle and, therefore, will not be a total loss 
to their owners. 
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By contrast with Chantilly, it should be noted that the Burke area, being 
almost entirely in the Pohick watershed, can be economically provided with 
public sewer facilities in the future, and therefore, should be reserved for future 
residential use as the population pressure of the Washington metropolitan 
urea expands. It is, of course, this factor resulting in the rapid growth in 
the nearby Springfield area which has made Burke more undesirable as an 
airport site in 1957 than it was in 1951. Recent population study shows approxi- 
mately 28,000 people living within 5 miles of the center of the Burke site, 
and 34,000 within 5 miles of the edges of this site. The increase in popula- 
tion in the Springfield area, plus the addition of through-truck traffic to the 
load of Shirley Highway has at the same time made Burke less accessible 
than in 1951. Gen. James A. Anderson, commissioner of Virginia Department 
of Highways, advises in letter of June 27, 1957, that Shirley Highway between 
the Pentagon and route No. 7 is now carrying twice its design capacity, and 
that it is at full capacity south of route No. 7. 

It has been noted that the Chantilly site was discarded by the CAA in 1951 
because it was considered inaccessible. The 1957 outlook appears to present 
a very different picture. 

The Chantilly site is 23.6 miles from the 14th Street Bridge. The present 
driving time is about 43 minutes in rush hour, and 33 minutes in off-peak 
hours, over U. 8S. No. 50—which as it exists today has 19 stop lights. It is only 
2.9 miles and 7 minutes farther than Burke. U.S. No. 50, however, has already 
been declared a limited access highway and is proposed to be made fully 
controlled access under the current Federal Interstate Highway program to 
within a few miles of Chantilly. Three of the necessary interchanges have 
heen completed. Seven Corners interchange is under construction, and a fifth 
one at Patrick Henry Drive is due to start within a few weeks. <A speedup of 
the entire project is expected as soon as survey and engineering work for the 
Federal program is completed. Plans for the widening of route No. 50 to 
four lanes to the Loudon County line are about 78 percent complete, although 
construction date has not been determined. This should cut the driving time 
to well under 30 minutes. 

U. S. No. 50 is paralled most of the way by three-lane U. S. Nos. 29 and 211. 
Route No. 236 is planned to be four lanes from Shirley Highway to Fairfax 
and is now under construction. 

Consideration should also be given to the added accessibility provided by the 
limited access—Cireumferential route No. 88 crossing route No. 50 a few miles 
east of Fairfax; construction of this route is due to start early in 1958. 

It should also be noted that minor road improvements through Herndon would 
make the Chantilly site accessible to northwest Washington via an extended 
George Washington Parkway and proposed four-lane route No. 193—which 
terminates at route No. 7, about 9 miles north of the Chantilly site. Route No.7 
itself would provide additional access from this direction when planned four- 
lane construction takes place. 

Committee concludes: 

1. Airport is needed in Fairfax County. 

2. Chantilly site would interfere less with existing land uses. 

3. Chantilly site could be coordinated best with future planning of 

Fairfax County and Washington metropolitan area. 

Chantilly site will be provided with convenient access by proposed 
Federal interstate limited access route No. 50 and other proposed new 
four-lane roads. 

Attached are reports on soil and geological data; topography; highway 
information, including traffic count: population data; and estimates of land 
cost which may be of value to agencies in whose hands the final decision rests. 

The committee concludes that Chantilly is the most suitable on all counts 
except accessibility. Sacrifice of area planning, flight safety, and several million 
dollars for 3 minutes driving time does not seem justifiable. 
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JULY..2,.1957. 
Report ON HIGHWAYS 


Virginia Department of Highways advises as follows: 


HIGHWAYS AFFECTING CHANTILLY 


1. Circumferential (Route No. 88) : Location settled; engineering almost com- 
plete; construction expected to start January or February 1958; contracts for 
full length to be let within 1958; to be completed as rapidly as possible. 

2. U. S. No. 50, Memorial Bridge to 2 miles west of Fairfax (4 miles miles east 
of Chantilly) : selected as next area project in Federal interstate system, already 
declared limited access. To be completely rebuilt to meet Federal interstate 
standards—4 to 6 lane, 30-foot median strip, completely controlled access with 
fast interchanges; 3 interchanges completed; 1 under construction, another al- 
most ready for bids; engineering for remainder of project in process; con- 
struction date indefinite at this time. 

3. Route No. 236 (Fairfax to Alexandria) : 4 laning under construction ; funds 
for last section expected to be in 1958-59 budget. 

4. U. S. No. 50 (4 miles to Chantilly and Loudoun County line) : Engineering 
78 percent complete; construction date dependent on fund allocation. Present 
two-lane highway—standard, straight and in good condition. 

5. Route No. 7, Falls Church to Route No. 88 and Tysons’ Corners: widening 
to four lanes; high priority project. 

6. Route No. 193, Langley to Dranesville: realinement and widening to 4 lanes 
expected within next 5 years. 

7. Routes No. 28, 657: no present plans for improvement. Railroad grade 
crossing. 

HIGHWAYS AFFECTING BURKE 


1. U. S. No. 350: Federal Government to widen to six lanes to Route No. 7. 
No Federal appropriation available. 

2. Routes No. 644, 620: Substandard secondary roads, heavy curves and vertical 
curves and light bridges also railroad grade crossing. No plans for improvement. 
There is at present no other way to get to Burke. 

Latest available traffic count (1956) for 24-hour period : 


U. S. No. 50: 
Chantilly (657) to Fairfax___-_ es E _ 4/208 
Fairfax to 7 Corners (Route No. 7) a . 21,362 
7 Corners to Glebe Road_____.-_-- ~~~ ; aa 33, GOS 
Glebe Road to Washington Boulevard 34, O85 
Washington Boulevard to Fort Myer Drive__---..~---~-- 38, 723 
Fort Myer Drive to District of Columbia 27, OTS 


Shirley Highway (No. 350): 
West Alexandria line to No. 617 (Fort Belvoir) —_ 433 . 19,527 
North Alexandria line to Glebe Road__- ; 43,925 
Glebe Road to Pentagon i 47, 994 


Virginia highway commissioner, Gen, James A. Anderson, in letter dated 
June 27, writes as follows: 

“In regard to the traffic information, which you have requested, our latest 
counts on the Shirley Highway indicate that the average daily 24-hour traffic 
on the section between the Pentagon network, and Route No. 120 (Glebe Road) 
is 48,000 vehicles per day. Between Glebe Road and the north city line of 
Alexandria at Route No. 7 the volume is 44,000 vehicles per day. We do not 
have counts on the section inside of the corporate limits of Alexandria, but from 
the south city line of Alexandria to the Springfield interchange, the volume is 
19,500 vehicles per day. 

Assuming a speed of 50 to 55 miles per hour, the theoretical capacity between 
the Pentagon network and Route No. 120 is 21,400 vehicles per day. Between 
Route No. 120 and north city line of Alevandria, it is 20,800 vehicles per day, and 
hetween the south city line of Alexandria and Springfield 19,000 vehicles yer 
day. Comparing these figures with the present traffic, you can see that the first 
two sections are carrying traffic far above the capacity for 50 to 55 miles per 
hour operation. The third section is up to eapacity.” 
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Highways 
CHANTILLY 


Under existing conditions: 
To National Airport (Route 50, 237, Pentagon, Memorial Highway) 
To bridges: 
Cabin John (proposed) (Routes 606, 7, 694, 685) 
Chain Bridge (Routes 606, 7, 694, 685, 123 
Chain Bridge (Routes 50, 655, 123) 
Key Bridge (Routes 50, 29-211, Spout Run Parkway)-.....-.....-.----- 
Memoria] Bridge (U. 8. 50) 
14th Street bridge (Routes 50, 237, Pentagon) 
Jones Point (proposed) (Routes 50, 236, Duke Street to Washington Street) -. 
Under proposed conditions: 
To National Airport (Route 50, Fairfax bypass) 
To en 
Cabin John (Routes 28-193) --._...__- 
Chain Bridge (Routes 28-193 George Washington “Memorial Parkway) -_- 
Key Bridge (Route 50, Fairfax bypass) 
Memorial Bridge (Route 50, Fairfax bypass) 
14th St. bridge (Route 50, Fairfax bypass, 237) 
Jones Point Bridge: 
(Routes 50-236-88) 
(Routes 50-88) 
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Under existing conditions: 
To National Airport (Route 350, Memorial Boulevard) 
To bridges: 
Cabin John megs 
Chain Bridge 
Key Bridge 
Memorial Bridge 
14th Street bridge 
Jones Point Bridge 
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CoMMITTEE Stupy oF LAND VALUES 


The land records of Fairfax County show a number of recent sales in the 
Chantilly area. 

The land sold was both improved with farm buildings and unimproved land, 
sale price ranging from $111 per acre to $466 per acre, or an average of $301 
per acre. 

Several large farms in the area are now on the market at $300 per acre with 
farm buildings in good condition. 

In conclusion, the committee is of the opinion that land for the airport could 
be acquired at an average price of $300 per acre. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COUNTY oF FAIRFAX, 
PLANNING DIVISION, 
Fairfaa, Va., June 28, 1957. 

Memorandum to: Mr. Anne Wilkins. 

From: Planning Division. 

Subject: Existing population within a 5 mile radius of both Burke and Chantilly 

Airport sites. 


Population as of January 1, 1957 is listed as follows 
Chantilly : 
Fairfax County 
Town of Herndon 
Loudoun County 


6, 670 


5 mile radius of center of airport *27, 700 

5 miles from boundary (approximately) 234, 000 

1 Loudoun County area is assumed to contain probably 40 percent of Fairfax County’s 
known population figure. 

* Both figures include the town of Fairfax which has a population of 5,901 at that time. 


Rosser H. PAYNE, Jr., Principal Planner. 
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Som Survey OFrrics, 


Fairfax Courthouse, June 27, 1957. 
Mrs. ANNE B. WILKINS, 


County Board of Supervisors, 
Fairfaz, Va. 

Dear Mrs. WILKINS: After studying the soil-type map of the proposed Chan- 
tilly Airport, I have reached the following conclusions: The entire area, with 
the exception of approximately 15 acres; is underlain by either Bull Run shale 
or Manassas sandstone of Triassic age. The approximate 15-acre exception is 
underlain by a mixture of Bull Run shale and diabase material. 

The dominant relief of the area is nearly level to gently undulating, less 
than 3 percent of the area is rolling, and there are a few of narrow strips of 
hilly relief adjacent to some of the larger streams. 

Approximately one-fifth of the area is now forest, the balance of the area 
is pasture, cropland, or idle land. 

The soil types that have the greatest acreage in the area are: Redington silt 
loam, Penn silt loam, and Calverton silt loam. Tests that have been run by 
the Bureau of Public Roads show that the underlying parent material of 
Redington and Penn soils rate good for subgrade material while the parent 
material of Calverton soil rates fair. These ratings were given for the heaviest 
type planes. In giving the above ratings, it is assumed, that in constructing 
the airstrips that all of the surface and subsoil of the soils will be removed 
and the airstrips be built on the parent material. This will require the removal 
in the case of Penn soil from 6 inches to 1 foot of material. In the case of 
Redington and Calverton soils from 2 to 3 feet of material will have to be 
removed. 

Soils that occur in the area that will be problem soils and may require, in 
some cases, removal of soil material to 8 feet or more are Manassas, Rolland, 
Bermudian, and Croton. These soils are limited in extent, and it may be pos- 
sible to layout the airstrips so as to avoid most of these areas. 

In designing the airfield it will be necessary to provide drainage on each side 
of the airstrips to prevent the lateral movement of water from seeping under 
the pavement after it is completed. 

Yours very truly, 
Cc. S. Coreman, Soil Scientist. 


COMMUNICATIONS AND STATEMENTS 


Mrs. Witx1ns. And several other people have statements for the 
record. 


Senator Hottanp. Anyone who has a statement for the record is 
invited to leave it with the reporter. 
(The letters and statements referred to follow :) 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 13, 1957. 
Senator CarL HAYDEN, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


For the safety of the flying public I do hope that your committee will approve 
the appropriation for the supplemental airport as recommended by the CAA. 


HARRISON MANN, 
Member, House of Delegates, Arlington, Va. 


Avucust 7, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HayYvEN, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: As your committee knows, the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation supports the establishment of a second commercial airport to serve metro- 
politan Washington. We have favored the Burke site since it was first selected 
by the appropriate Government agency, and we have testified to that effect on 
numerous occasions before the various congressional committees including the 
Holland subcommittee. 

In the interest of conserving your committee’s time, and expediting the com- 
mittee’s consideration of the President request for an appropriation to proceed 
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with the construction of the airport at Burke, Va., we are submitting a written 
summary of our views and request that they be incorporated in the record. 
Should the committee desire to have oral testimony, we will be pleased to 
appear at your convenience. 
Sincerely yours, 
S. G. Trpron 


STATEMENT OF THE AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION ON SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATION FOR BuRKE ArrRporT (H. R. 9131) 


The need for a second airport to serve Washington is constantly increasing. 
It is continually made clear that the present facilities are inadequate. 

During the first 6 months of 1956, Washington National Airport handled 
124,457 landings and takeoffs. During the first 6 months of this year, the total 
of these operations was 135,892. Moreover, during the peak periods of recent 
days, the airport has handled as many as 82 landings and takeoffs in 75-minute 
periods. 

A recent spot check of Washington National activity on a quiet weekday 
afternoon produced this revealing information. From noon to 5 p. m., 188 com- 
mercial flights landed and took off. Of these, a total of 132 suffered delays. 
The 47 delayed incoming flights inconvenienced 952 passengers. The problem 
caused by congestion at the airport was even more striking in the case of out- 
going flights. There were 85 flights held up from gate to takeoff, inconveniencing 
2,014 passengers. The planned parallel runways at the proposed second airport 
would help to ease this problem. 

It is generally agreed that the ground-handling facilities at Washington 
National cannot be greatly improved. A second terminal building, for instance, 
might be constructed but that would divide operations and cause great incon- 
venience to passengers. 

The question is not whether Washington needs a second airport, but rather 
where it should be. 

One group says traffc that cannot be handled by Washington National should 
use Baltimore’s Friendship International on a permanent basis. Another group 
says the new airport should be built at Burke in Fairfax Commty. The Andrews 
Field location would be most acceptable but military objections have ruled it out. 

The Air Transport Association, after careful study of all the proposals, con- 
tinues to favor the Burke site. The reasons for this stand are simple and clear. 

The experts—men in the Civil Aeronautics Administration who are charged 
with the responsibility of developing airports—have said, and continue to say, 
that Burke is the best location. They say: 

1. Ground travel time between Burke and Washington is relatively much less 
than it is between Friendship and Washington. On the average, it takes at 
least 20 minutes longer to go from Washington to Friendship than it does from 
Washington to Burke. With the majority of Washington’s air travelers flying 
short trips—that is, less than 300 miles—that extra 20 minutes or longer travel 
on the ground means that at least one-fifth of those passengers’ city-to-city travel 
time is going to be spent in slow surface travel at one end of the trip alone. 

2. Friendship was never meant to serve Washington. It was designed and 
built to serve Baltimore. Baltimore needs its own airport. It would be a dis- 
service to both Washington and Baltimore travelers to try to accommodate 
Washington passengers at Baltimore’s airport as a permanent solution to the 
airport problem at the Nation’s Capital. 

3. The progress report of the Airport Board of Baltimore, which was distrib- 
uted by Mayor Thomas D’Alesandro, Jr., sums it up this way: “The primary 
purpose for which Friendship was built was to provide Baltimore with a neces- 
sary facility for commercial air service and Friendship has been maintained and 
operated accordingly.” 

4. A comprehensive study conducted by the Civil Aeronautics Board, as well as 
the surveys of individual airlines, have failed to show economic justification for 
substituting Friendship as the badly needed second airport for our Nation's 
Capital. Excerpts from the recently filed exhibits of the Board’s Bureau of 
Air Operations in the matter of Washington-Baltimore Adequacy of Service 
Investigation (Docket No. 8148, et al.), based on a poll made of some 35,500 air 
travelers originating at Washington, resulted in these significant findings : 

(a) Twenty thousand one hundred and sixty of the 28,346 air travelers 
returning the questionnaires indicated that it would have been inconvenient 
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to them if their flights had departed from Friendship instead of Washington 

National Airport. 

(b) The CAB document further revealed that more than twice as many 
airline passengers using Washington National came from northern Virginia 
than from suburban Maryland. 

5. The air carriers have stated that Friendship is not suitable as a second 
airport for Washington. Criticism has been directed at the airlines for allegedly 
not having actually experimented with providing service for Washington 
through the Baltimore airport. The carriers have carefully examined the pos- 
sibility of providing such service and have concluded that it is not a feasible 
permanent solution to the Washington airport problem. This conclusion is not 
one arbitrarily arrived at by the carriers, but it is based on their knowledge 
of what the results would be in terms of financial results. This business judg- 
ment of the airlines is based on their individual experiences with service, traffic, 
and load factors at Baltimore, as well as their experience at airports through- 
out the country. The carriers feel they can economically justify only such 
service at Friendship Airport as is required to serve the traffic generated in the 
Baltimore metropolitan area. This is the purpose for which Friendship was 
built. Because of the construction time involved at Burke, it is possible that 
Friendship air service may temporarily have to accommodate some Washington- 
generated traffic. But Friendship will never be able to serve a substantiai 
\olume of air travelers to the Nation’s Capital on a permanent basis. Eventually, 
Baltimore traffic will fully occupy Friendship Airport and the temperary addi- 
tional capacity now available at Friendship should not delay the construction 
of the required additional airport for Washington. 

6. Airports serving the same city must be as close together as safety will 
allow if the traveling public is to be served properly. Connecting passengers— 
those who arrive on one flight and board another to continue their trip—will 
not stand for a long ride on the ground in the middle of their trip. The travel 
time between Burke and Washington National would be only 18 minutes, but a 
passenger changing planes would need an hour and 15 minutes to go from Friend- 
ship to Washington National. 

7. Much of the preliminary work has already been done on the Burke location, 
such as the necessary engineering surveys and the purchase of some of the 
ground. 

8. Burke is designed as a model, modern airport which the Nation’s Capital 
certainly should have. 

The recommendation of the Federal Government on the Burke selection is 
sustained by the operational experience of our member airlines at airports 
throughout the world. Therefore, ATA concurs with the site selection of Burke 
as proposed by President Lisenhower and urges approval of the supplemental 
appropriation in order to proceed with its construction. 


WasHineton, D. C., August 12, 1957. 
Hon. CarRL HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


In the interest of our customers who fly to Washington from 25 States you 
are urged to support the appropriation for Burke Airport in Virginia, recently 
approved by the House of Representatives. 

It is my opinion that this is the only feasible solution to the problem ef ade- 
quate air transport service for Washington. The Air Force will not give 
up Andrews. Friendship Airport, now serving Baltimore, is a good airport but 
not properly located for Washington service, and especially inconvenient for 
connecting passengers who must change planes here. 

In addition, by the time Burke Airport is ready for use, it is my opinion that 
Friendship will be fully utilized. Eastern Air Lines was the first domestic 
scheduled airline to serve Baltimore and now has more service there than 
any other airline. This service is being increased as rapidly as it is properly 
utilized. 

Washington is not only the focal point of people having business with our 
Federal Government, but also the leading capital of the world. Further delay 
in this matter will work a hardship on all of the people of the United States 
who have business with the Congress and executive branch of our Government. 

Your support of the Burke appropriation will serve their best interests. 


Rospert RAMSPECK, 
Vice President, Eastern Air Lines, Ine. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE N, SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION, 
INTERNATIONAL, IN SUPPORT OF THE BurRKE SITE FoR WASHINGTON’s SECOND 
AIRPORT 


My name is Clarence N. Sayen. I am president of the Air Line Pilots Asso- 
ciation. This association is an association of the professional airline pilots of 
the scheduled United States air carriers. At present, it has a membership of 
over 15,000 active and inactive members employed by 52 certificated airlines. 
The association represents airline pilots in all aspects of their professional life. 
It is their bargaining agent under the Railway Labor Act, maintains an extensive 
air safety organization in 147 councils scattered throughout the United States 
and a number of foreign countries, and is spokesman for the airline pilot in his 
relationship with municipal, State, Federal, and international organizations. 

The association and its members are vitally interested in the Nation’s airport 
and airspace congestion problems. Due to its eminent position as an air travel 
eenter, the Washington, D. ©., area has had these problems for many years. 
These matters are of concern not only to the members of the airline piloting 
profession who operate in this area, but to every individual that travels on our 
certificated airlines to or from our Nation’s Capital. In 1956, some 41 million 
members of the traveling public flew on our domestic trunk and local service 
airlines. 

Other interested parties have undoubtedly testified as to the relative costs of 
Burke versus Chantilly. Much has been said about ground travel in time and 
expense between these sites and Washington National Airport and downtown 
Washington. These considerations are, of course, important. The airline pilots 
have no preference of sites, as such. We are concerned with the more important 
matters of obstruction-free flight and approach paths and sufficient separation 
from other airports to insure safety. Beyond these broad considerations, we 
feel a responsibility to the traveling public to provide them with the best our 
industry can offer—in safety, in speed, in transportation. 

In consideration of the foregoing, we believe that the Burke site would be the 
better location for Washington’s second airport. It can be more easily and con- 
veniently reached from downtown Washington or from Washington National 
Airport. Its flight patterns will be an acceptable distance, safetywise, from 
Washington National and the nearby military airstrips. In this regard, we 
would like to point out that neither Belmont Bay, Va., or Beltsville, Md., are 
sufficiently removed from the flight pattern of nearby airports. 

Friendship is already relatively busy; it would quickly reach saturation of a 
similar scale with Washington National, and is of sufficient distance from down- 
town Washington to present an unnecessary delay in travel time to and from 
the airport. 

If Andrews Air Force Base could be considered as a second Washington airport 
and military operations could be reduced to the relative amount comparable with 
that amount of military traffic now operating from Washington National 
Airport, we would endorse such a program as being nearly equal to Burke, with 
Burke being slightly favored by the fact that, starting from ground layout, a 
runway and taxiway configuration would evolve which would be safe and 
eminently more suitable than the wartime Andrews’ planning produced. 

We respectfully submit that the pressing need for a second airport in the 
Washington area is well recognized. Further delay may create an extremely 
hazardous situation and will certainly have a detrimental effect on the amount 
and quality of airline service to which the citizens of the Washington area are 
entitled. 

In consideration of the fact that undeveloped land is very much at a premium 
in acceptable areas, that all reasonable surveys clearly indicate that it would be 
preferable in all respects, and, finally, that much preliminary work has been 
done which will bring us an airport at the earliest possible date, it is respect- 
fully and urgently suggested that the Burke Airport project be approved. 


STATEMENT OF Howarp C. DRAKE, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON BoArpD OF TRADE 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, I am Howard C. Drake, the president of the 
Washington Board of Trade, which is an organization composed of approxi- 
mately 7,000 business, professional, and civie leaders of Washington. We have 
been in continuous operation since 1889, and since the early 1920’s have care- 
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fully followed Washington’s air transport needs through a very active aviation 
committee. 

I would like to submit the following material as testimony in support of the 
need for a second Washington airport, to be located at Burke, Va.: 


COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED AIRPORT LOCATIONS AT BURKE, VA., AND 
CHANTILLY, VA. 


Item 1: Distance from Washington, D. 0. (downtown) 
Burke, 19 miles ; Chantilly, 25 miles. 
Approximate driving time: Burke, 25 minutes; Chantilly, 40 minutes. 


Item 2: Location in relation to population of Washington metropolitan area. 
(See map attached) 


Total population of Washington metropolitan area, January 1, 1957, 1,954,000; 
population living closer to Burke Airport, 1,935,000; population living closer to 
Chantilly Airport, 19,000. 


Ninety-nine percent of the metropolitan area population resides in areas more 
accessible to Burke Airport. 


Item 3: Accessibility to major Federal establishments 


All of the major Federal establishments in northern Virginia are located 
closer to the Burke Airport. This includes the Pentagon, Fort Belvoir, Quan- 
tico Marine Base, and the proposed Central Intelligence Agency site at Langley, 
Va. 


Item 4: Relation to major highway development 


The Burke Airport site will be directly accessible to the circumferential high- 
way serving the entire Washington metropolitan area, and connected with the 
Maryland portion by bridges at Jones Point and Cabin John. 


Item 5: Some sample comparative costs—ecenomic advantages of the Burke site 


(a) Limousine fare from National Airport to Chantilly would be approxi- 
mately $0.40 higher than to Burke in 1960. Assuming total airline passenger 
traffic of 6 million persons, and 10 percent transferring between Burke and Na- 
tional Airport, this would result in an added cost of 600,000 times $0.40 or $240,000. 
In addition, there would be an estimated 1,400,000 passengers who will arrive 
or depart by limousine at an added cost of $0.40 for an added cost of $560,000. 
The total added limousine costs would be approximately $800,000. 

(b) Commuting costs for the 7,000 employees at the new airport: Because of 
the residential pattern of the metropolitan area, we will assume that the average 
employee will drive 5 miles farther to Chantilly than to Burke. Making a gen- 
erous assumption of 1.75 employees per vehicle, this means roughly 4,000 ve- 
hicles moving 10 miles per workday ; a grand total for the year of 10 million ad- 
ditional vehicle miles. Figuring at a cost of $0.10 per mile, this means an added 
expenditure of $1 million by employees: 

(c) Taxicab fares: Assuming a differential cost of $0.75 ($0.15 per mile) and 
an approximate traffic volume of 500,000 passengers per year, this results in an 
added cost of $375,000. 

(d@) Passengers arriving or departing by private automobile: Assuming a 5- 
mile disadvantage on the average for airline passengers, the 2,900,000 passengers 
arriving or departing in 2,500,000 private automobiles would involve an average 
of 10 additional miles per trip for 2.5 million vehicles. Ata cost of $0.10 per mile, 
this represents a disadvantage of $2,500,000. 

(e) Summary: Total disadvantage per year of the Chantilly site for airline 
passengers and employees in 1960 is estimated at $4,675,000. This does not in- 
clude the added costs incurred by the Federal Government for the operations of 
Military Air Transport Service, etc. 

Item 6: Relation of airport sites to land use in Fairfax County 

The Chantilly site would remove from use a considerable amount of land used 
for dairy farming. The Burke site would occupy land largely unproductive. 
Item 7: Relation to railway transportation 

The Burke site is directly accessible by rail. This would make possible the 
development of an airport industrial area served by both rail and airport trans- 
portation, and the estublishment of facilities for the transfer of freight between 


air and rail movement. To provide rail facilities at Chantilly would require the 
construction of 6 miles of track from the nearest rail approach. 
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Item 8: Relation to Helicopter Interairport Service 


The air distance between Burke and National Airport is 14 miles; between 
Chantilly and National Airport, 21 miles. An interairport belicopter service 
would need to cover approximately 50 percent greater distance to Chantilly; as- 
suming present passenger rate patterns, the added helicopter fare to Chantilly 
would be approximately $2.50 more per passenger. 


: Fron THE WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 
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10TH District ArreportT Forum, 


Annandale, Va., August 13, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Haypen: The 10th District Airport Forum was organized as 

a districtwide group to study the proposed Burke Airport and its impact on north- 


ern Virginia. We offered our services as a forum for the presentation of facts 
to the citizens of the area. 
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We held public meetings which were addressed by representatives of the CAA, 
political leaders, and civie groups. All elected officials in the district were in- 
vited to attend. 

Our major meeting was held in the Annandale firehouse in early March, -with 
over 200 interested citizens in attendance. After a complete review of the airport 
question, and a question-and-answer period from the audience, the group present 
endorsed the Burke Airport by a vote of over 10 to 1. 

This meeting was addressed by Mr. Earl Bunting, former president of the 
National Association of Manufacturers, speaking on Fairfax County tax problems 
and the need for additional business development, Mr. B. S. Spano, of the CAA, 
discussing jet transport operations, and Senator Charles Fenwick, presenting 
facts concerning the proposed Virginia Airport Authority. 

The 10th District Airport Forum, and its sponsors, wish to be on record with 
your committee favoring the Burke Airport. We are confident that we speak for 
a vast majority of the people of Fairfax County and northern Virginia. 

Sincerely, 


Hvucu Muwro, Cochairman. 


AIRLINES DIVISION, 
Broruernoop or RarLway CrLerKs AFL-CIO, 
CAPITAL AIRLINES SYSTEM, BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, 
Alexandria, Va., August 12, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Haypen: I am writing to you about a matter of deep concern to a 
large number of airline employees, members of my organization, employed at the 
Washington National Airport. This matter is the location of a second airport 
for the Greater Washington area. Naturally, airline employees are gravely in- 
terested in the location of a second airport for the Greater Washington area 
as many will have to look to this second airport for their continued future em- 
ployment. 

In the early part of March 1957, a group of employees at the Washington Na- 
tional Airport got together to talk over this question of another airport and the 
possible site and decided that a ballot should be spread among all employees at 
the Washington National Airport to see what the opinions of those that must look 
to the future airport for their livelihood were. 

The poll was taken and with better than 2,000 ballots cast, 78 percent voted 
in favor of the Burke site; 13 percent cast their vote for Friendship Airport; 7 
percent for Belmont Bay; 1 percent for any Virginia location; and another 1 
percent miscellaneous. The poll indicated that of all of the employees at the 
Washington National Airport, 78 percent reside in Virginia, 13 percent reside 
in the District and 9 percent reside in Maryland. I might add that 87 percent 
of those residing in Virginia voted for the Burke site, 63 percent of those residing 
in the District voted for the Burke site and even 28 percent of those residing in 
Maryland voted for the Burke site. 

I understand that the President has now asked the Congress to provide the 
funds to begin construction of a second airport for the Greater Washington area 
at the Burke site and that the Senate Appropriations Committee will consider 
this matter shortly. It is my sincere hope that the committee will act quickly 
and favorably on the President’s request and avoid further delay. 

I am enclosing a copy of the survey form that was passed among the employees 
at the Washington National Airport by the employees’ committee. 

Very truly yours, 
T. L. CREEKMORE, 
General Chairman. 


Marcnw 5, 1957. 
ALL PERSONNEL, WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


On Monday evening, March 4, a representative group of employees met at 
the hangar cafeteria to discuss the current dispute over a second major airport 
for the Washington metropolitan area and to consider taking action which will 
acquaint Congress, the public, and others with the feelings of those who must 
look to any future airport for their livelihood. 
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Those politically motivated and those selfishly inspired have spoken loudly 
in their own behalf; citizens’ associations and similar civic groups have made 
known their views; newspapers have editorialized ; but the group more directly 
affected by the choice of the site than any of the above groups—those having 
to look to the new major Washington airport for their future continued employ- 
ment—have not made their feelings known. It is high time that we did. 

That there will be a second airport serving this area is inevitable, since the 
present Washington National Airport is totally inadequate to handle such 
aircraft as the Douglas DC-8 and the Boeing 707. The senatorial subcommit- 
tee charged with the responsibility is investigating and considering three sites, 
The first is located near Burke, Va., in Fairfax County. Another is located 
at Belmont Bay, near Occoquan, Va., in Prince William County. The last is 
Friendship Airport in Baltimore, Md. That the site of the new major airport 
will be 1 of the 8 sites mentioned above seems equally inevitable. 

Obviously, before any definite stand is taken in this dispute now before Con- 
gress, every person deriving income from employment at Washington National 
Airport should express himself on this matter. 

You are, therefore, earnestly requested to complete the survey form at the 
bottom of this letter and return it to any of the employee representatives listed 
below, or to place the completed form in any of the boxes provided for the 
purpose at the employees’ cafeterias and other locations around the airport. 
Please do this no later than midnight Tuesday, March 12, 1957. 

Ted Boyer, CAP GO 

Tom Creekmore, CAP BRC 

Herb Dillinger, CAP comm 

Bill Kendall, CAP stores 

Sam Kinsey, CAP dispatchers 
Clark Luther, CAP ALPA 

F. B. McClay, CAP mechanics 
Paul Means, CAP pilots 

Jim Mellinger, CAP terminal 
Bob Nickeson, CAP GO 

Jim Nowlin, CAP dispatchers 
Bob Quick, CAP IAM 

Mary Woodruff, CAP hostesses 
Frank O’Connell, AAL TWU 

Ace Robeson, AAL pilots 

D. Salisbury, AAL mechanics 
Charles Henry, ALLIED SKY CAPS 
Bill Keasler, ALLIED FUELING 
Jim Ludwig, ALLIED FUELING 
H. C. Coffman, post-office employees 
M. L. Painter, LIMO drivers 


Factors to be considered in making your choice will probably involve the 
following: 
1. Will I be forced to sell my home and/or move? 
2. Which site can I reach most conveniently and economically ? 
8. Will my children be taken away from friends and forced into the upheaval 
of changing schools? 
4. Will a new airport in my area potentially effect a reduction in my taxes 
due to new business, new residences, etc.? 
5. Will a new airport in my area add to my community’s economic growth 
and financial stability? 
[] for the Burke site 
[] for the Belmont Bay site 
(] for the Friendship Airport site 
Home address 
Employed by Position 


GREATER WASHINGTON INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1957. 
Mr. Henry J. Roirs, 
Columbia Pike, Annadale, Va. 


Dear Mr. Rotrs: I have been authorized by our executive committee to send 
you the attached resolution by the Greater Washington Industrial Council en- 
dorsing the Burke site, pursuant to action taken by that committee on July 10, 
1957. 
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As an association representing manufacturers and research and development 
companies of the Washington metropolitan area, we are very much interested 
in seeing the second airport located effectively for our members, and believe we 
can offer worthwhile comment on the effect of an airport location in attracting 
desirable new industries to Washington. 

The committee that investigated this issue was composed of executives in 
several of the member companies of the council, and their report has been duly 
approved by our executive committee. In its review, the airport-study committee 
considered the broader aspects of air-traffic safety and the general impact on 
the local community, in addition to its examination of the industrial factors. A 
point-by-point summary of this committee’s findings is incorporated in this 
resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haroitp M. Duptey, Secretary. 


A RESOLUTION ENpoRSING BURKE AS THE SITE OF THE SECOND Natronat AtRPoRT 
FOR THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 


The Greater Washington Industrial Council, an association of manufacturers 
and research-and-development companies in the Washington metropolitan area, 
hereby endorses the Burke site as the most advantageous location for the second 
national airport in the Washington metropolitan area. 

A committee of the council has examined the major airport-usage factors that 
are influenced by location. In this examination, particular attention was given 
to utilization by the industrial community, since the council members are par- 
ticularly well acquainted with the practical aspects involved. However, the 
general effects on present and future residents in areas adjacent to the airport, 
on the effectiveness of the location for the general air traveler, and on air-traffic 
safety were also considered. 

The more significant findings of this study are summarized below and form 
the basis for the council’s conclusion that Burke is the best of the available 
locations : 


I. INDUSTRIAL USAGE OF METROPOLITAN AIRPORT 


A convenient location, a good linkage with rail, truck, and other ground trans- 
portation, and a substantial schedule of short-haul and long-distance flights 
are of major importance to industries in the Washington area. Air travel and 
transport has become a major factor in the operation of modern American 
industry. It is particularly important to Washington industries, many of which 
serve customers throughout the Nation with products and services whose high 
unit value and expedited delivery requirements justify extensive use of airline 
facilities. 

A, Air travel by industry staff and executives 

Modern industrial activity involves extensive air travel by company staff 
members. Many industrial firms in Washington have subsidiaries or parent 
companies in other parts of the Nation, requiring substantial travel by executives 
to and from the Washington organizations. 

A convenient airport location and short time linkages via ground transporta- 
tion are vital to the travel of Washington area industrial executives and staff. 


B. Client liaison and travel 


In the specialized product and research work that characterize Washington 
industry activities, engineers from Washington firms and their out-of-town cus- 
tomers make frequent visits in the course of their work. Effective technical 
liaison is vital to the orderly and successful preformance of the project, and 
future business with the same client is materially influenced by the cost and 
convenience of this necessary function. 

Convenience to Washington and a good selection of available flights are the 
services particularly important for effective customer liaison. A psychological 
factor of material significance is association of the airport used with Metro- 
politan Washington rather than some other nearby city. For example, forcing 
an incoming customer to use Baltimore’s Friendship Airport would place a Wash- 
ington industrial firm at a disadvantage. 


C. Airfreight usage 


Airfreight services are used extensively by Washington industries, both to 
speed procurement of special supplies and to meet tight time schedules on 
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product deliveries. In addition, these services play a vital part in expedited 
delivery of replacement parts for manufacturing facilities that are stopped 
until replacements arrive. Washington airfreight and air-express traffic totaled 
over 35 million pounds in 1956. 

Good truck and rail connections at Washington are particularly important 
in the use of airfreight by Washington industrial firms. 


D. Washington's desirability for new industries 


Air access is one of the several major factors considered by industrial man- 
agement in selecting a location for a new headquarters or branch plant. In 
niany instances, the airport location exerts a special influence on the choice. 
Most industrial operations require use of rail and truck transportation as well 
as air. They require zoning to permit industrial operations at the desired loca- 
tion, an adequate labor market, and employee housing facilities within a prac- 
tical distance from the plant or offices. They need to be located where these 
necessities are readily accessible. 

Washington is a metropolitan area that possesses many of the aforementioned 
advantages to an outstanding degree for light industries and research organiza- 
tions. This fact is evident from the rapid growth of such organizations here in 
the past decade. Further increase in such industries appears to be desired by 
all segments of the community. It is important that the second airport be 
located so that it will further enhance, instead of detract from, the desirability 
of Washington as a center for light industry. 

Comments on special advantages of the Burke location 

The Burke Airport site appears better situated for the needs of light industry 
than any other of the locations proposed: 

(a) It is more conveniently located for visitor and company executive travel, 

(b) Its proximity to Shirley Highway and the Southern Railway would con- 
stitute a nearly ideal area for attracting light industry. This is evident from 
the rapid development of such industries already in that suburban area because 
of the existing advantages afforded by the surrounding highway system and 
the railroad. 

ic) Ample undeveloped land is available for the orderly development of 
further light industrial activities under desirable planning and zoning pro- 
cedures. 

(d) The Burke location is close to the Metropolitan Washington labor market 
and is an accessible location for employees. 

(e) Nearby residential communities provide suitable living environments for 
employees with modest incomes and for the substantial proportion of higher 
paid technical staff members and executives who are employed by industries of 
this type. 

Il. AIR TRAFFIC CONVENIENCE AND SAFETY 


A very large volume of information has been developed on air-traveler con- 
venience and safety. Years of operational experience in American air transport 
have been accumulated and reliable standards established. Ample evidence 
exists that this knowledge was utilized to the fullest in the extension study of 
the Washington situation prior to the choice of the Burke site. 

We consider it highly significant that all organizations heard from who are 
in a position to utilize this expert knowledge are united in their choice of the 
Burke site. They include: 

The United States Department of Commerce 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration 

The executive branch of the United States Government 

The Air Transport Association 

Civil Air Patrol of Virginia 

Air Line Pilots Association 

The Washington Board of Trade 

Francis Dodd McHugh, consultant, in 1955 Fairfax County master plan 


We conclude that there is no doubt concerning the superior location of the 
Burke site for serving best the broad requirements of metropolitan Washington. 
There does not even appear to be controversy on this point. 


Ill. EFFECT ON NEIGHBORING COMMUNITY 


Burke Airport would be in operation today except for the objections registered 
by suburban residentts living near the proposed airport location. Many of the 
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original objections have been dropped as facts were provided. However, concern 
is still expressed regarding the undesirable noise connected with the airport op- 
erations and the fear that the airport would blight high-quality suburban resi- 
dential development of an attractive but still largely undeveloped area of Fairfax 
County. 

The experience of other communities following establishment of an airport in 
an undeveloped surburban area appears to offer the best basis for judging the 
probable effect of the new airport on the future of the Burke area. The results 
elsewhere are reassuring. In Austin, Tex., for example, new construction of 
better residential property shifted from the area where it had traditionally been 
located to areas near the new airfield. In all instances, values of property near 
new airports have increased more rapidly than in other areas of the city. Tax 
revenues from industrial developments increased in greater amount than the cost 
of the community services required by the new industries, and significant popu- 
lation increases resulted from purchases of homes by persons employed to operate 
the airport. 

A particular point has been made of the potential noise problem presented by 
the anticipated use of jet aircraft for airline transport. Responsible aviation 
officials report very encouraging technical progress in noise-reduction techniques. 
They also point out that public experience to date with jet aircraft noise has 
been limited to military aircraft that do not contain noise-reduction designs be- 
ing incorporated in commercial transport planes. Their prediction that commer- 
cial airlines will be no noiser than present propeller-driven airplanes appears to 
be supported by the recent favorable tests at LaGuardia Field which were con- 
ducted prior to issuance of a flight operations permit to a French jet transport. 

It is unfortunately true that the location of Washington’s second national air- 
port within any reasonable distance from Washington will work a hardship on a 
few individuals whose ancestral homes will be affected and whose way of life will 
be disrupted. This appears to be the case at Burke. The experience in other 
communities, however, indicates that the majority of property owners or resi- 
dents in the immediate locality of the new airport will be materially benefited 
by the airport, through increased property values, better transportation and 
utility services, and more rapid development of residential areas and the associ- 
ated service trades. 

We conclude that location of the new airport at Burke will, therefore, provide 
many benefits to present residents and property owners in the neighboring com- 
munity. While some residents, regrettably, will be harmed by such a move, the 
price seems a remarkably small one to pay for the many and important advan- 
tages that have been established beyond challenge for the Burke location. 

GREATER WASHINGTON INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 


AvcGustT 2, 1957. 

DeAR SENATOR HAYDEN: As you are doubtless aware, study of the problem of 
providing funds for the construction of a new airport in the Washington metro- 
politan area has recently been thrown into something of an uproar by the intro- 
duction of the suggestion that the proposed airport be established near Chantilly, 
Va., rather than at the Burke, Va., site that had been so long under consideration. 
This new Chantilly proposal has drawn a red herring across the trail of all 
studies of the need for a new airport in this area, and has thrown up a consider- 
able amount of dust to confuse the basic issues. 

Enclosed herewith is a somewhat expanded version of remarks that I delivered 
to the House Appropriations Subcommittee that was considering appropriations 
for the Burke Airport site. These remarks make no attempt to rehash all the 
pros and cons of the Burke site controversy, nor do I undertake to consider all 
the Chantilly versus Burke arguments. Rather, I wish to emphasize only a 
very few aspects of the Chantilly versus Burke controversy—aspects that, insofar 
as I can ascertain, have been completely ignored in public discussions by parties 
to either side of the controversy. 

These remarks are respectfully submitted for your consideration in the hope 
that the information I have set forth will prove of some value to you and that 
you will find merit in the arguments I use. 

Sincerely, 


‘ Rosert Ross SMITH. 
HERNDON, VA. 
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AvuGust 9, 1957. 
Memorandum for: Senator Carl Hayden, chairman, Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 
Subject: Support of the Burke, Va., Airport site. 

1. It is not my intention in this memorandum to review the many varied aspects 
of the Burke Airport controversy. Rather, I wish to review only certain aspects 
of the new argument, concerning the Burke site versus the so-called compromise 
site at Chantilly, Va., an argument that has arisen to draw a red herring across 
the trail of all proposals to construct a modern, jet airport in the Washington 
metropolitan area. Again, I wish only to call attention to some very important 
aspects of the Burke versus Chantilly argument, aspects that have been too much 
ignored by proponents on both sides of the question. 

2. Like many other localities throughout the United States, Fairfax County, 
Va., has suffered severe growing pains since World War II. Much of the devel- 
opment in the county since the war has been unguided and haphazard. Some of 
it has been promoted by the whims of unscrupulous real estate operators whose 
primary interest was the dollar and who had no concern for the welfare of the 
county or its taxpayers. We of Fairfax County have been extremely fortunate 
in that the vast majority of our real-estate developers realize that their bread is, 
in the long run, buttered on the same side as is the bread of the county’s tax- 
payers. Nevertheless, there has been a great amount of scattershot development 
in the county. Such development has placed a growing, nearly intolerable, 
burden upon the taxpayers, who find it increasingly difficult to pay for services— 
such as water, sewage, schools, and police—over widely scattered sections of the 
county. 

3. Recently the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors adopted parts of a master 
plan designed to assure the orderly development of the county in accordance with 
the abilities of the county’s taxpayers to pay for expanding services. In essence, 
the board placed drastic restrictions upon the size, type, and extent of both 
residential and commercial development that could be undertaken in the western 
portions of the county. While many other facets had bearing upon the board’s 
decision in this matter, the basic reasons compelling the board to adopt such 
drastic zoning restrictions concerned water and sewage problems. The board 
determined that the western sections of the county could not be densely developed 
without placing a completely intolerable burden upon the county’s taxpayers to 
provide water and sewage facilities. The supervisors found that most of the 
terrain in the western part of the county could not sustain septic tanks for plots 
of ground of less than 2 acres in size. They further found that piped sewage 
disposal would create grave problems of pollution of streams affecting the water 
supply of the District, Alexandria, and the southern and eastern sections of 
Fairfax County. They also found that the supply of ground water in the western 
section of the county was inadequate to sustain wells in an area of high-density 
development. 

4. The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors did not intend that its zoning 
restrictions be immutable forever and a day. Rather, the board foresaw that 
the restrictions would be progressively eased in accordance with population 
pressures and in accordance with the capabilities of the county’s taxpayers to 
pay for necessary extension and expansion of sewage and water facilities. 

5. Strangely, many members of the county planning commission objected 
strenuously to the zoning restrictions the board adopted. These members had 
the support of some real-estate operators, although many other real-estate people 
agreed with the restrictions. Even more strangely, the members of the planning 
commission who objected most vigorously to the zoning restrictions are now the 
strongest supporters of the proposal to establish an airport in the western section 
of Fairfax County. Why I use the word “strangely” in connection with the 
planning commission’s attitude will appear in following passages. 

6. Very recently, the county planning commission has come forth with a 
recommendation that a new airport be constructed near Chantilly. In contrast 
to their reasoning at the time of the adoption of the master plan zoning restric- 
tions, the members of the planning commission now state that water and sewage 
problems make the Chantilly area highly unsuitable for residential development. 
They also state that the area is not suitable for agriculture—which ignores a 
few facts in itself. The planning commission further goes on to state that since 
the Chantilly area is good neither for residential development nor for agricultrue, 
it is ideal for an airport—which is a non sequitur if I ever saw one. It must 
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be emphasized here that the planning commission’s present stand on the water and 
sewage problem in the western part of the county is in direct contradiction to its 
earlier stand. 

7. There is one obvious and basic fallacy in the stand the county planning 
commission and its adherents take on the construction of an airport at Chantilly. 
Limiting the figures to present civilian, commercial use only, Washington National 
Airport maintains at capacity daily a water and sewage system that would serve 
a town of 15,000 people. It can logically be expected that a larger, jet airport 
site will ultimately require a water and sewage system of far greater capacity. 
Thus, we are faced with the strange and wryly humorous situation in which the 
county planning commission and its adherents state on the one hand that the 
Chantilly area is unsuitable for residential development because of water and 
sewage problems, while on the other hand simultaneously proposing to build an 
airport in the Chantilly area that would require water and sewage facilities for a 
minimum of 15,000 people. 

8. The planning commission has come forth with no concrete proposals for 
getting water to the airport nor for the disposal of sewage from the airport. 
Yet, the commission must know that the sewage effluent would increase the 
pollution of either the Potomac or the Occoquan, thus endangering the water 
supply of the District, Alexandria, and the southern parts of Fairfax County. By 
contrast, the proposed Burke Airport site sits right on top of existing water 
sources and sewage disposal facilities that are not now being used to capacity. 
This latter fact is attested to by Mrs, Anne Wilkins, the strongest proponent 
among members of the county board of supervisors of an airport in the Chantilly 
region. 

9. Manifestly, the construction of an airport in the Chantilly area would upset 
many carefully considered portions of the Fairfax County master plan. The 
existence of such an airport would inevitably and completely inhibit all the 
present provisions for orderly development in the western part of the county. 
It would open that section of the county to the type of unrestricted, scattershot 
development that has already created such grave problems for the county 
government and the county’s taxpayers. It would require such rapid and exten- 
sive expansion of water and sewage facilities that taxes would soon rise to 
astronomical heights, and would foree many of the county’s residents to move 
to areas where the cost of living remained at a reasonable level. 

10. Many of the most vociferous proponents of an airport in the Chantilly 
area were, strangely, also the most vociferous opponents of establishing a branch 
of the University of Virginia in the same general area. They opposed putting the 
University of Virginia near Herndon on the basis that it was too far out for a 
university, then Chantilly, even further out, is more certainly too far out for an 
airport. Best available estimates indicate that the university center would 
comprise about 2,000 people, most of whom would commute. The opponents of 
the university site now propose to put an airport even further out that would 
require the daily commuting of almost 15,000 people. The illogical nature of this 
stand is so obvious that no further comment is needed. 

11. There is one more aspect of the Chantilly versus Burke discussion that has, 
apparently, been completely ignored so far. First, the takeoff and approach 
patterns of an airport almost any place in the Chantilly area would bring jet 
aircraft directly over two new county elementary schools, both of which are 
scheduled for expansion in the near future. One of these schools is at Navy, 
and the other at Floris. Both were completed within the last 2 years. Moreover, 
the north-south runways at Chantilly would take the aircraft close to, if not 
directly over, another elementary school and a high school at Herndon. By 
contract, in the Burke area there exists only one small, obsolete elementary school 
building. In the normal course of events this Burke school would have to be 
abandoned and replaced within the next year or two. 

12. Another forgotten facet of this controversy is that, surprisingly, even the 
most cursory study of recent aerial photography reveals that the occupation of 
5,500 acres by an airport would displace a vastly greater number of people in 
the Chantilly area than would the corresponding 5,500 acres at Burke. (The 
County Planning Commission apparently based its count of displacees at Chantilly 
on 1949 photography). The Chantilly area, it must be realized, has long been a 
settled agricultural region into which, since World War II, a large number of 
landowners have moved to take up holdings ranging from one-half acre to 40 
acres in size. The Chantilly area is well on its way to development as an estate- 
type residential region of substantial citizens who more than pay their share 
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of the county’s tax burden. By contrast, the 5,500 acres at the proposed Burke 
site comprises largely uninhabited pine woods and scrub growth. 

13. It is the hope of all people who wish to construct an airport in Fairfax 
County that the airport will help attract light industry and other business to 
the county. Insofar a» can be ascertained at the present time, the only site the 
CAA would accept in the Chantilly area lies from one-third to one-half on Loudoun 
County. If such an airport were built, it would defeat one of the main purposes 
of having an airport in Fairfax County. Industry and business that would 
be attracted by the proximity of an airport would move into Loudoun County, 
where taxes are much lower than they are in Fairfax County. Fairfax County 
would be left holding the bag—instead of gaining tax revenues, it would only 
find that a large chunk of land, from 2,750 to 3,650 acres, would have been taken 
off its taxrolls for an airport. 

14. In the light of the foregoing information, I can only conclude that if a 
modern, jet airport is to be built in Fairfax County it be constructed at the correct 
location—Burke. 

Rogert Ross Smitu, Herndon, Va. 


POSITIONS OF WRITER 


Past president, Navy Community League 

Chairman, community improvement committee, Navy Community League 

Member, board of trustees, Community Planning Council of Fairfax County und 
Falls Church 

Member, recreation committee, Community Planning Council of Fairfax County 
and Falls Church 

Delegate, Fairfax County Federation of Civic Associations 

Vice president, Herndon Youth Association 

Member, Northwest Fairfax County Baseball Association (Little and Pony 
League ) 

Historian, Office of the Chief of Military History, Department of the Army 

Major, Infantry, U. 8S. Army Reserve 


JULY 14, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I testified before the special subcommittee in January 
of this year and expressed my views as being opposed to the appropriation of 
any funds for the construction of an airport at Burke, Va. After reading the 
record of the hearings on the airport issue before the House subcommittee and 
hearing the testimony before your committee on July 13, I am more firmly con- 
vinced than ever that the construction of an airport at Burke, Va., would go 
down in history as one of the Government’s biggest boners. 

During the hearings, Henry J. Rolfs testified that those opposing an airport 
at Burke constitute a “vociferous minority.” I am not in the minority and I 
am still opposed to an airport at Burke. I notice that the ones who have been 
the most vociferous proponents, including Mr. Rolfs, have not been speaking 
with a Virginia drawl. 

By invitation, I have debated the Burke Airport issue against Mr. Rolfs 
before many civic organizations in Fairfax County. To my knowledge, the 
closest I ever came to being defeated by Mr. Rolfs was when a motion to vote 
for the Burke Airport was tabled. 

I respectfully submit, however, that the best evidence on the point of who 
are in the majority is that our board of county supervisors, our honorable Con- 
gressman, and our two distinguished Senators have consistently opposed an 
airport at Burke. But most important of all is the fact that the Congress as a 
whole refused to appropriate additional funds for continuing that ill-fated project. 

I have every reason to believe that our governmental representatives and the 
Congress as a whole were truly representing the interest of the majority. May 
God forbid that it should ever be any other way. 

Respectfully, 
HvueH P. Young. 

SPRINGFIELD, VA. 
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Farts Cnurcn, VA., August 8, 1957. 
Hon. JOHN STENNIS, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge you do everything in your power defeat Burke Airport boondoggle. . Con- 
sider Chantilly site far superior. 


Epwarp M. Bostick, 
Ezecutive Vice President, Melpar, Inc. 


Fatts Cuvurcy, Va., August 9, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge you vote against Burke Airport appropriation. 


Epwarp M. Bostick, Jount Vernon, Va. 


Aveust 12, 1957. 
Memorandum to: Committee on Appropriations, United State? Senate. 
From: Harley M. Williams, Fairfax, Va. 


Subject : Proposed airport at Burke, Va. 


This memorandum is from a citizen of and a homeowner in the town of 
Fairfax, which is the county seat of Fairfax County, a part of the 10th Con- 
gressional District of Virginia. Except for a period of Army service, I have 
been a Federal employee in Washington most of the time since 1940. My 
home, in which I have invested most of my life’s savings, is approximately 2 to 3 
miles from the proposed northern boundary of Burke Airport and, along with 
the entire town, would be under the line of flight of planes taking off into the 
prevailing wind from that airport. 

My primary interest in this matter, of course, derives from the probable 
adverse effect of the noise and vibration of jet aircraft on the lives and property 
of people within several miles of the airport, but I am also interested in the 
crippling effects that a jet airport will very likely have on our local economy 
and tax structure as well as the significance of this airport expenditure from 
the standpoint of Federal taxpayers who are opposed to unnecessary Federal 
expenditures. 

From my brother, who is one of the Navy’s jet pilots, I know the effect of 
the noise from jet-plane takeoffs would be unbearable to a residenti#l commn- 
nity as close as Fairfax is to the proposed airport, and there are 10,000 peovle 
in the town and the immediate vicinity. Our property would be virtually 
destroyed. Experience at such jet-plane bases as Miramar Airbase, nesr San 
Diego, Calif., has resulted in the Veterans’ Administration and Federal Housing 
Administration refusing to guarantee loans in areas up to 4 miles from the 
bases. In fact, I understand that there has been such a volume of complaint 
about Miramar that the Navy is now trying to obtain all land within 12,000 
feet of the boundaries of the base. 

The statement in the House Report No. 1009 that the issue boils down to 
the question of safety of millions of air passengers versus temporary incon- 
venience of a few people whose property would be taken for the airport site 
is not in accord with the facts or the testimony before the House subcommittee 
or the Senate’s Special Subcommittee on Additional Airport Facilities for the 
Washington Area. Testimony by technical experts shows that the noise of 
jet transports may be so great as to make life intolerable for a distance as 
much as 75,000 feet from the airport. (See pp. 49. 133, and 228 of the Senste 
hearings.) Actual effects of noise suppressors will not be known until after 
tests scheduled to be conducted in November of this year (House hearings, 
p. 626). 

The Administrator of CAA testified on page 619 of the House hearings that 
“From the safetv viewpoint, if it (National Airport) gets oversaturated in any 
period, we just hold them off the runways, either in the air or on the ground.” 
The issue is not the safety, but the convenience of air passengers versus the 
health, comfort, and financial interest of practically the entire population of 
Fairfax, Falls Church, Arlington, and Alexandria, some 500,000 people. 

While paid promoters and speculative interests have been misleading some 
people, including high-school students, into signing petitions favoring the air- 
port, nearly all residents who have permanent homes in the area and who are 
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people with judgment, are firmly opposed to the project. All candidates for 
Congress in the 10th District have taken a firm stand against the project and 
our town council and board of supervisors have opposed an airport at Burke, 
There are at least 35,000 to 40,000 people in the area immediately adjacent to the 
airport site whose lives would be severely blighted by the establishment of a 
jet airport at Burke. 

The VA and FHA have not laid, down uniform formulas for determining 
depreciation of property due to the proximity of airports, but have instructed 
their field offices to consider such matters as volume of air traffic, type of planes, 
flight patterns, noise, and vibration effect. However, VA Technical Bulletin 
4A-121, dated June 26, 1952, states that for airports generally—not jet air- 
ports—one authority recommends a formula for application in residential areas 
which is premised on the theory that loss in value due to proximity becomes 
measurable within 10,000 feet of the airport’s perimeter and the loss factor 
increases approximately 10 percent at each 1,000-foot interval toward the air. 
port’s perimeter, with total loss occurring in a zone approximately 1,000 feet 
therefrom. 

The Appraisal Bulletin of June 8, 1953, published by Roy Wenzlick & Co., of 
St. Louis, real estate economists, appraisers, and counselors is entitled “Ap- 
praisal of Damages to Real Hstate Caused by Its Proximity to An Airport 
Serving Jet Transports.” This was a study on the appraisal of damages that 
would probably result from the establishment of Detroit’s proposed Northeast 
Airport, and showed damage in 9 zones ranging to a high of 80 percent. 

The 1950 act authorizing the CAA to select an airport site directed them to 
consult with the governing body of the county. So far as I know this has 
never been done. Is this not another attempt by a Federal agency in Wash- 
ington to dictate to the people of a locality? How can this committee consider 
imposing on the people of Virginia something that they have said through their 
two Senators that they do not want? Especially when Friendship Airport in 
Maryland is anxious and willing to handle overflow traffic from the Washington 
National Airport. 

ivery realistic person knows that this unnecessary airport at Burke is going 
to cost the taxpayers of the United States in excess of $50 million. The cost 
of National has never been amortized and probably never will be. Why should 
the taxpayers of the United States finance an airport for commercial airlines? 
If this committee would tell the airlines to build their own airport you would 
see how quickly the commercial interests would accommodate themselves to 
using Friendship Airport. 


STATEMENT BY ERNEST W. REISNER, CHAIRMAN, HOMEOWNERS OPPOSED TO A JET 
AIRPORT IN F'AIRFAX COUNTY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to thank you for this 
opportunity of reiterating my opposition and that of the Fairfax County home- 
owners whom I represent to a jet airport at Burke, Va. I have testified before 
the subcommittee of this committee, in hearings held last January, and before 
the full committee a year ago, and I will not dwell on the points I made on 
those occasions. I would like to add, however, that in the months that have 
passed since the subcommittee hearing was held, I have observed continued 
evidence of strong opposition to an airport at Burke on the part of Fairfax 
County homeowners and residents. I have, for example, recently learned that 
two more citizens associations, Ardmore and Wakefield Forest, have passed 
resolutions in opposition. In addition, the vice president and general manager 
of Melpar, Inc., one of Fairfax County’s most important industries, has come 
out in open opposition to an airport at Burke. I refer to an open letter to 
Representative Joel T. Broyhill published in the Washington Evening Star on 
June 14, 1957, and signed by Mr. Edward M. Bostick. A photostatic copy of 
that letter is attached to this statement. It is a complete answer to the claim 
advanced by proponents of an airport at Burke that Fairfax County industry 
favors the proposed Burke Airport. In addition, the Fairfax County Planning 
Commission has also gone on record in opposition to an airport at Burke since 
hearings on the subject were held last January. 

We reiterate our opposition to the Burke project because the Civil Aero- 
anutics Administration has still not complied with the provision of Public Law 
762, 81st Congress, which requires that the choice of site by the Secretary shall 
be made only after consultation with the governing body of the county in which 
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the airport is to be located with respect to the suitability of the site to be 
selected and its possible impact on the vicinity. This requirement of the law 
has never been met. Testimony declaring the absence of any such consultation 
was given during the subcommittee hearings last January by Mr. Joseph 
Freehill, who opposed Burke on behalf of the Fairfax County Board of Super- 
visors. Mr. Freehill stated at that time that no such consultations had ever 
been held, and none have been held since that date. The action of the CAA 
is, therefore, in our opinion, clearly in violation of that provision of Public 
Law 762 referred to above. It is arbitrary, completely without consideration 
for those affected locally, and smacks more of methods used in other parts of 
the world than the American way of life. 

Construction of an airport at Burke would deprive the county of some of its 
most promising remaining territory for residential development purposes, terri- 
tory which is suited to such development because of drainage and soil charac- 
teristics, and would throw such residential development into other areas of 
the county far less suited to it from the standpoint of soil and drainage features. 
In other words, if an airport must be located in Fairfax County we maintain 
that the use of the Burke site is extremely disadvantageous to the county from 
the standpoint of its optimum residential development possibilities. 

We have contended from the start and reiterate our belief that a suitable trial 
of Friendship International Airport should be made before construction of 
another airport in the Washington metropolitan area is undertaken. Diversion 
of inbound traffic from Washington National Airport to Friendship International 
on a limited scale was recently necessitated by construction work at National. 
We are advised that during this period of approximately 2 weeks, around 70 
inbound flights were diverted to Friendship with no complaints on the part of 
those air travelers whose flights were so routed to Friendship. We are further 
advised that bus and limousine travel from Friendship to downtown Washington 
was accomplished in 42 to 47 minutes, to the apparent satisfaction of those 
making the trip. We reiterate our position that if 3 airports are necessary 
in the Washington-Baltimore area, it is an utter waste of the taxpayers’ money 
to build airport No. 3 before airport No. 2 is operating at anything like its 
true capacity. With the announced removal of the Air Research and Develop- 
ment Command and the Maryland State Guard from Friendship International 
Airport there will be adequate capacity at that airport to handle the present 
Washington National Airport overload for some time to come. 

We believe that in the intervening time since hearings on this subject were 
held last January, it has become even more apparent that the appropriation 
of funds for the construction of an airport at Burke would be a colossal waste, 
would merely delay the relief of congestion at National Airport, and would 
completely disrupt the optimum development of Fairfax County. We respect- 
fully urge that funds for such a purpose be denied by this committee. 


(The Evening Star, Washington, D. C., June 14, 1957] 
Aw OpeN LETTER TO REPRESENTATIVE JOEL T. BroyHILL 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BroyHILyi: For some time now you have steadfastly and 
courageously withstood terrific pressure from special interests pressing for 
the location of an airport at Burke. What these special interests have to gain 
is pretty much a matter of public knowledge. 

On behalf of those citizens of Fairfax County and residents of northern Vir- 
ginia who have nothing to gain by the establishment of such an airport and 
everything to lose, we as your constituents, address you now. 

We ask you to consider the following points: Recently, it was reported in the 
Star that there were some 30 near misses in the skies over the Washington, 
northern Virginia areas. Will the establishment of yet onther airport in the 
area remedy this situation or will it intensify it? Not even the promotors of 
the Burke Airport have any air to sell. 


THE DEAFNESS PROBLEM 


At a recent hearing of a special subcommittee of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, of which Senator Spessard L. Holland, of Florida, is chairman, the follow- 
ing was made a part of the record and never contradicted. 
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“SERVICEMEN MADE DEAF BY JET NOISE” 
(By W. Joynes Macfarlan, Associated Press) 


“Deafness attributed to jet plane noise is causing the Government great con- 
cern. 

“Veterans’ Administration officials, reporting this yesterday, said the num- 
ber of affected servicemen and veterans is increasing. They said the noise 
also may be affecting numbers of civilians, just as constant and excessive ex- 
posure to noise in heavy industry is affecting many workers. 

“Persons in the Air Force primarily affected by the jet planes are not the 
pilots but the members of ground crews—the planes in flight travel so fast they 
leave the sound behind. 

“Already the VA is paying out $59,355,672 a year to 94,233 veterans in dis- 
ability benefits for hearing loss and diseases of hearing. Although no breakdown 
was available on how many of those cases were caused by jet noise, the VA said 
the Air Force estimates there are now many thousands of such cases. 

“The increasing number of totally deaf veterans primarily because of exposure 
to jet noises caused the VA last June to revise its disability payment schedule 
for deafness. The revised schedule grants persons suffering from noise deafness 
higher rates of compensation. 

“A VA spokesman explained that there is no known medical treatment or 
device which restores any degree of hearing to a person suffering from total 
noise deafness. 

“The Air Force thinks its research has about reached the point where the 
problem of quieting the blast noise of jets may be whipped. But the VA spokes- 
man said the thunderclap which occurs as a plane breaks the sound barrier is 
another problem. 

“The noise deafness problem will become more acute as jet use expands,” he 
continued. 

In connection with the above, you should take serious note that the noise to 
be expected from a jet airport is vastly greater than the noise now emanating 
from planes flying out of National Airport. 

Many other objections can be made: the danger to schools, the removal. of 
thousands of acres from the tax rolls, the probable loss of much light industry 
that will hesitate to move within miles of a jet airport, and last but not least, 
the folly of spending $75,000,000 on such a project when adequate facilities 
already exist at Friendship Airport. And can a project that will make a sub- 
stantial part of Fairfax County unfit for human habitation possibly benefit that 
county? 

Stick to your guns, Congressman. The loud cannons in the hands of the Burke 
promoters are really cap pistols. But this could be a holdup. 


EpWArD M. Bostick. 
R. TAYLor Cossy. 
ARTHUR C. WEID. 
Leo A. SCHMIDT. 
JONATHAN J. BROOME. 
J. P. CHAMBERS, 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
CouNTY OF FAIRFAX, 
Fairfax, Va., August 8, 1957. 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DrEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: As chairman of the airport study committee of the 
Fairfax County Planning Commission, I wish to call your attention to some 
facts concerning the proposed second Washington airport which may be of inter- 
est to you in considering the present appropriation request. 

The CAA and air transport advocates of Burke do not tell you that an airport 
at Chantilly could be built for approximately half the cost of Burke. The 
CAA’s 1951 figures indicated a 23-percent difference in the 2. Even 23 percent 
of $50 million or $11,500,000 is a sizable sum of tax funds to be used unneces- 
sarily. Our facts point to considerably more difference than that. 

The Fairfax County soil survey recently completed, as a joint venture of 
Fairfax County and the United States Department of Agriculture, indicates that 
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the construction cost at Burke will be far more than previously indicated, and 
that at Chantilly it will be less. All, except a very small portion of the Chan- 
tilly area, is underlain with a material which is rated by the United States 
Bureau of Public Roads as good base for runways for the heaviest aircraft. 
Only 6 inches to 3 feet of soil would have to be removed and replaced with 
conerete runway. The area is flat, and very little grading would be necessary. 

At Burke, quite the opposite is true. All of the area, except a very small 
portion, is underlain with a fine-grain mica schist which has a tendency to 
shift under pressure and moisture. This reaches a depth of from 18 to 100 
feet to bedrock. It could not be used as base for runways, but would have to be 
removed and replaced with suitable material. The very small amount of ma- 
terial in place at Burke which would make a satisfactory runway base is granite. 
Because of the hilly terrain and extensive grading necessary, the granite is 
likely to cause quite a problem. 

So far as we have been able to determine, the original estimate of $10 mil- 
lion for an airport at Chantilly need be revised upward only slightly. The 
cost of purchase of additional land, which appears to be contemplated, would be 
offset by somewhat lower construction costs than estimated. 

All this information is available in detail at the office of the Fairfax County 
soil survey. I would be glad to bring the pertinent information and maps to 
Capitol Hill, should you desire to see them. Recent land transactions near 
Chantilly indicate a cost of $300 for raw land. Speculation at Burke has in- 
creased the price there to $1,000 for raw land. 

Both CAA and Air Transport Association agree that, from an air-traffic 
standpoint, the original C1—T1 site at Chantilly is the preferable location, 
since there would be no traffic overlap with National. Burke could never be used 
to full capacity. White House Office of Aviation Facilities Planning in May 1957 
recommended a separation of 16 miles for airports with parallel runways. Burke 
is less than 13 air miles from National. Chantilly was discarded by the CAA 
simply because it is 3 miles, or 7 minutes, farther than Burke. Present plans 
of the Virginia Department of Highways for improvement to United States 50 
will cut this 7 minutes to 2. Seven Corners interchange, almost completed, 
will cut several minutes off present driving time. 

It seems incredible to me that the Congress of the United States would be 


expected to appropriate an extra $12 million to $16 million of tax funds simply 
to save the air traveler 2 minutes. 


Respectfully yours, 


ANNE WILKINS, 
Member, Board of County Supervisors. 





COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
CouNTY OF FAIRFAX, 


Fairfaz, Va., August 12, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: I am writing this letter as an individual member of the board 
of — supervisors, and do not intend to represent the opinion of any other 
member. 

The matter of the location of a second national airport has now been pending 
6 or 7 years, and during this time the traffic-route conditions at the present air- 
port are becoming more and more acute. I feel that it is time when a decision 
must be made to locate another airport to relieve this situation and possibly 
save the lives of many people. 

I, therefore, want to go on record as being favorable to the location of a 
second national airport at whatever site the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
or other proper authority decides is best. I am willing to say that I would not 
a an airport in northern Virginia, which would probably be in Fairfax 

ounty. 

I do strongly hope that some definitive action will be taken in locating 
another airport in the very near future. 

Yours very truly, 


Stuart T. DeBeEtt, 
Member of the Board of County Supervisors. 
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ALEXANDRIA, VA., August 13, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HOLLAND, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator HoLuanp: It is particularly in the interests of safety and 
economy that I again urge that a very level area a few miles northwest of 
Chantilly, Va., be selected as the site for a critically needed additional airport 
for the Washington area. 

Both CAA and ATA have stated that they have no airport-operation objection 
to this proposed site. 


GROUND TRAVEL TO AIRPORT 


The objection most often raised against Chantilly—and practically the only 
one used—is that travel distance and time are greater than for Burke. Mileage 
via United States Highway 50 has been the yardstick, and its many stoplights 
cited. 

Actually, a more logical route to the airport northwest of Chantilly is via the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway through Langley and Sterling. This 
nonstoplight, limited-access parkway is now being extended to Langley (the 
CIA site), and will be constructed to the Cabin John Bridge, connecting with 
the circumferential highway through Virginia to Jones Point. From Langley to 
the airport via Route 193 would put the distance at 20 miles from the District 
line. 

As the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway and the George Washington Memo- 
rial Parkway, flowing into one another, connect with all Potomac River bridges, 
they offer the best and most pleasant route to the Chantilly site from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and Maryland side of the river as well as from the Virginia 
side. 

ATR SAFETY 


The few extra miles and probably no longer driving time to Chantilly are, in 
my opinion, manifestly offset by the greater air safety to be derived from spac- 
ing the new airport sufficiently distant from National Airport to meet safety 
standards set by none other than CAA itself. The Burke site is only 13 air miles 
from National, while Chantilly is well over the 16-mile minimum deemed safe in 
the Curtis report. 

Speed and amount of air travel are increasing yearly. Why add unnecessarily 
to the risk of a midair accident by locating airports too close together and thus 
restricting room for aircraft maneuvering for instrument approaches and take- 
offs? 

LONGER RUNWAYS AND MORE AIRSPACE 


The 1950 concept of an intercontinental express airport is constantly being en- 
larged, mainly due to rapid advances in future jet aircraft design and use. Be 
cause of their large size, and the inherent initial slow takeoff performance of the 
jet powerplant, much longer runways are required and, hence, a larger overall 
airport. 

The basic airport now proposed before this committee would not fulfill the 
needs for the Boeing 707 and like jet commercial transport aircraft except dur- 
ing the winter months. With high air temperatures during the summer, a 
Boeing 707 will require upward to 12,000 feet for takeoff and 4 miles from 
standing start to reach the first 500 feet of altitude at sea level (per June 1957 
IATA future jet transport aircraft characteristics). To enlarge the airport to 
provide all-year service for the Boeing 707, cost of future leveling and grading 
could reach prohibitive costs unless provided for in the site selected. 

Needless expense due to lack of foresight and adequate airport planning for 
such aircraft would be costly both to the Government and to the ultimate user, 
the traveling public. 

LAND COSTS 


A wide divergence of views has been evident as to land cost per acre for an 
airport site for the Washington area. 

Land costs are based upon the best use for the land at the time of acquisition. 
As Metropolitan Washington gradually extends further afield, farmland is priced 
outside the general farming market. Therefore current subdivision develop- 
ment establishes land price per acre. 
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SUMMARY 


The Chantilly area has all of the desirable qualities sought in any airport 
siting: Safe distance from other airports; level ground with good drainage; ex- 
cellent subbase soil; minimum and inexpensive earthmoving for runways; ad- 
ministration, hangars, and aircraft and auto parking areas; sufficient area for 
future expansion ; winimum disturbance of local residents; near major highway 
systems ; and reasonable cost per acre. 

Very truly yours, 


Sias A. MoreHousE. 


GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE, INC., BALTIMORE, Mb. 
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BOUCHER III, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


CAPACITY OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. Now, Mr. Boucher is here from Baltimore, and 
I notified him as I did everyone else, but I told him I did not want 
him to give us anything except new information if he had any. 

Mr. Boucuer. I have offered for the record an analysis of the 
capacity of Friendship, which shows the deterioration of the traffic 
there to a point that by 1960, the period referred to by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce representative, we anticipate 100,000 aircraft 
movements there, the capacity at the present time being approxi- 
mately 280,000 movements, so that by 1960 we do not anticipate the 
saturation that has been repeatedly waved in front of our eyes. The 
reason for that deterioration I would like to have noted. 

Senator Hotitanp. Have you moved your National Guard move- 
ment ? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Have you moved your guest military landings 
which you said could be moved ¢ 

Mr. Boucnuer. No, sir; that is still there, because there is so much 
unused aircraft space surrounding the area. 

Senator Hotianp. But that can be moved at any time? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes. 

Senator Hotitanp. Have you moved any of your private aircraft? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, this chart indicates that Harbor Field is used 
extensively by private aircraft. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE, INC., BALTIMORE, Mb. 


The attached chart indicates the aircraft operations at Friendship Interna- 
tional Airport from the years 1951 through 1956. It will be noted from this chart 
that air carrier movements have remained relatively unchanged during this 
6-year period. From studies made in connection with the pending Balti- 
more/Washington Adequacy of Service case, docket No. 8148, et al., before the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, we project that air carrier movements will number 40,000 
in 1956. A substantial amount of the military and itinerant flying has been, 
or will be, removed from that airport in the very near future. 

Command headquarters for the ARDC is now located in Baltimore but within 
2 years will be located at Andrews Air Force Base. The Maryland Air National 
Guard moved from Friendship International Airport on July 27, 1957. A con- 
siderable number of movements attributable to the Navy on this chart represents 
practice landings and takeoffs of pilots from the Patuxent Naval Air Station. 
This practice flying can be stopped if the capacity of the field is needed for com- 
mercial aircraft movements. It should be noted that a new airport is to be 
built for the Naval Academy near Annapolis and practice by naval pilots can 
utilize that facility. 
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In 1956 Capital Airlines integrated its fleet of Viscounts. This entailed a con- 
siderable amount of pilot flight training for Viscounts. Furthermore, as pilots 
were upgraded from DC-—4’s and Constellations to Viscounts it meant additional 
training of pilots for the older equipment. Pan American and other airlines 
have also used Friendship International Airport as a training field for pilots 
and copilots. 

For the purpose of estimating the capacity at Friendship International Airport 
with respect to aircraft movements, we contend that its capacity is as great 
as LaGuardia Airport which handled 281,964 movements in 1956. In addition, 
Friendship’s capacity can be further increased with the construction of dual 
runways. 

It is estimated that ARDC will be out of Friendship within a year or 18 
months. The Maryland Air National Guard has left. These 2 operations will 
account for the removal of 50,000 aircraft movements anuually. Capital Airlines 
training program has been completed and should account for a decline of another 
20,000 movements. If, therefore, in 1956 these types of activity had not been 
in operation at Friendship, that airport would have had about 94,000 air carrier 
movements. We estimate total movements at Friendship for 1960 at about 
100,000 of which 40,000 would be air carrier and 60,000 itinerant and local Air 
Foree, Army, Navy, and general aviaton movements. Much of this 60,000 can 
be remoyed if necessary because it exists due to the vast, unused capacity of 
Friendship International Airport. 









Wr11am BovucHer III, Hrecutive Director. 


Aircraft operations at Friendship International Airport 
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Aircraft operations at Baltimore’s Harbor Airport 
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Source: CAA—Federal Airways Air Traffie Activity Reports. 
LANDING OF BOEING JET PLANE AT FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Hortianp. The city of Baltimore and the airport authority 
there has two fields, the smaller and the larger? 

Mr. Boucner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. When the Boeing jet plane came there, were 
you present ? 

Mr, Boucner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. Did you observe it ? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hoitanp. There wasn’t any difficulty of them getting in 
or out of the airport, was there ? 
Mr. Boucusr. No, sir. There was ample room. 
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Senator Hotianp. As I recall the area and closely around, do you 
have complaints about the functioning of Boeing from such residents 
as are there? 

Mr. Boucuer. No, sir, we did not on that occasion. We had slight 
complaint about the Westinghouse air arm division nearby, but the 
area is zoned for jet aircraft and built for jet aircraft and expansion. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, you have followed the pattern 

‘of building a modern airport from the beginning. 

Mr. Boucner. Yes, sir. 


DOOLITTLE PATTERN OF CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Hottanp. And followed the Doolittle pattern for construc- 
tion and surrounding of the airport ? 

Mr. Boucnuer. It exceeds the Doolittle requirements; yes, sir. 

The other matter, which I think is a new matter 


LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAYS 


Senator Hotitanp. The other matter which I asked the clerk of the 
committee to inquire of you was the progress, if any, made. onthe 
limited-access highway connecting Friendship Airport. with the 
College Park-Takoma Park-Silver Spring-Bethesda areas. 

Mr. Boucurr. Yes, sir, I furnished the clerk with a map of that 
highway, and a report of the Maryland State. Roads Commission, 
which indicates that the highway is now under construction and is 
ear-marked for completion within the first. 4 years of the 12-year pro- 
gram which began in 1956 in Maryland. 

So it should be completed, that. entire area, down to the Washing- 
ton Expressway. It is the area marked in black on that map., That 
should be completed within the next 3 years. 

Senator Hottanp. What about the connection into East. Capitol? 
Has that been completed ? 

Mr, Boucuer. No, sir, it has not been completed. But the major 
portion of it isnow under construction from the Kenilworth Exchange 
end. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you have any other comments ? 

Mr. Boucner. One other, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. You are leaving this map with us? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. I have one other comment which I think 
is rather important because we have heard a lot of remarks made from 
Mr. Pyle and up and down, that Friendship is an excellent facility 
and should be used, but nobody does anything about it. 

We have requested the Civil Aeronautics Board, which I think 
does have power to do something about this matter, to investigate 
the matter. 


POSSIBLE INADEQUATE SERVICE AT WASHINGTON NATIONAL 


Secretary of Commerce Weeks also asked the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to investigate the possible inadequacy of service at Washing- 
ton National which results from its overcrowded condition, which 
would provide inadequate service in that persons are delayed at the 
last previous stop prior to Washington or are subject to unusual 
stacking delay. That investigation starts with testimony on Septem- 
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ber 9; the Greater Baltimore Committee is the original petitioner in 
that matter. 

Senator Hoitianp. You have been pushing that since last summer, 
have you not ? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes. 

Senator Hotzianp. I have heard of long lawsuits in courts, but J 
don’t think I have heard of a matter that has taken so long to get 
through the prehearing hearing, which is the last report I have gotten! 

Mr. Boucuer. The hearing starts on September 9. I might say 
this, that I think I can say without being too overdrawn in this matter, 
that there is an attempt to bullwhip this appropriation through Con- 
gress prior to that hearing and prior to any determination of this 
matter in the hope that the appropriation for Burke will be then 
committed, and the use of Friendship as it inevitably must come about 
will be only on a temporary basis. 

Viiandehio and Chantilly are almost equidistant in time from down- 
town Washington. 


TEMPORARY UTILIZATION OF FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Hottanp. You understand my position all along has been 
that it should be subjected to use on a temporary basis until we can 
see the problem farther, but that that temporary use should be before 
we make our final decision here rather than after. I am not ready, 
and I don’t think anybody in our committee is ready, to prejudge 
the eventual needs of this whole great area, growing as it is. But 
it has seemed to me always that we were wholly within our rights and 
our numerous requests that Friendship be utilized before and not 
after we are committed to a 50 or 60 million dollar additional con- 
struction expenditure. 

Mr. Boucuer. That, of course, is our position. We hope that if 
that is the result of this hearing, that the use of Friendship will 
demonstrate that it is available as it was originally planned, to be a 
regional airport, dedicated for that purpose, and $4 million of United 
States Government money is in that airport for that purpose, and that 
it will be convenient and available for the second airport for Wash- 
ington at a fraction of the cost which is considered in a new airport 
in either Chantilly or Burke. 

Senator Hotianp. I have one other point. 

You are so built there as to be able to build parallel runways any 
time they are needed, are you not? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. It is graded for that at the present time. 

Senator Hotianp. And that would give you all the capacity there 
that would be required for a long, long time, would it not? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir; Iam sure it would. We cannot foresee that 
it would ever be saturated. 

Senator Hoxtuanp. Is there anybody that wants to file a report? 
Tf so, file it. Weare just about to close the hearing. 


PREVIOUS HEARING 


Senator Hottanp, The following hearing on the Advisory Commit- 
tee on Weather Control was held on Wednesday, August 7, 1957, and 
will be placed in the record at this point. 
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Apvisory COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS CASE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA ; 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Case desires to make a statement for 
the Advisory Committee on Weather Control. He is accompanied by 
members of the committee, Capt. Howard T. Orville, Chairman, and 
Kenneth C. Spengler. 

The authorization for the committee extends to June 30, 1958, but 
the Senate amendment on the Commerce bill that provided for $250,- 
000 for 1958 failed in conference, 

S. 86, which passed the Senate August 5, authorizes and ‘directs an 
enlarged program of cloud modification under the National Science 
Foundation and abolishes this committee on December 31, 1957. 

The advisory committee has no funds to continue to December 31 
for the purpose of receiving reports contracted for and to write their 
report. 

I think that is a correct statement of the case, Senator. 

Senator Casz. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuarrm an. I appreciate this opportunity to present this matter. 


PROPOSED LANGUAGE 


I have language here which I was going to suggest the committee 
might consider, which reads as follows: 

Advisory Committee on Weather Control: To complete its final report to the 
President and the Congress as provided by law, $175,000: Provided, however, That 
the Committee shall complete its report and terminate its activities by December 


31, 1957 and turn its records over to the National Science Foundation, together 
with any unexpended balances. 


Mr. Chairman, I know that you personally are quite familiar with 
this work. But this, for the record, is the situation. 

The original law was approved August 13, 1953, authorizing and 
directing the committee to evaluate experimentation in weather modi- 
fication. It was to have completed its report by the 30th of June, 
1956. Due to the fact that the original act was not approved until in 
August of the year where the start was to have been made, it was im- 
possible to staff the committee and to get underway for at least 6 
months after that period of time. 

Therefore, last year we passed an act changing June 30, 1956 to 
June 30, 1958 for the completion of the work. 

Now, the committee has made an interim report, but it has not been 
able to complete the evaluation or the analysis of the data which it 
has collected from various experiments in operations throughout the 
country. It is suggested in the language here that the closing date for 
its report be made December 31, 1957, which would be 6 months shorter 
than the authorized time under the act passed last year. 


REDUCTION IN ESTIMATE 


The original budget estimate proposed $310,000. Due to the fact 
that the time is being somewhat shortened, and perhaps to a certain 
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extent the activities of the committee, I am suggesting that instead 
of the $310,000 in the original budget estimate, or the $250,000 which 
the committee or the Commerce Department originally suggested, we 
make the amount $175,000. 

Chairman Haypen. Are you satisfied that that will be enough 
money ? j 

Senator Casr. I am not satisfied that it is enough to do all, that, 
in my judgment, ought to be done. I would like tosee the full $250, 000 
that the Commerce Committee first proposed. However, since the 
committee wil] be functioning only 6 months, obviously the salaries 
that would be involved would not be as great as they would be for a 
full year. Half of $310,000 would be $155,000. There will, of course, 
be the same terminal leave r requirements and expenses of that sort. to- 
ward liquidating an agency’s activities that there would be if the full 
year were ‘completed. 

Chairman Haypen. That would be really a minimum amount. 

Senator Casr. I think that would be the minimum amount. 

I was hoping that if the committee were so disposed it would revise 
the budget estimate, with the proviso that the balances go to the Na- 
tional Science Foundation. 


ACTION COMPLETED ON SENATE BILL 86 


We have just completed action in the Senate, on Monday of this 
week, passing S. 86. S. 86 is a bill which was the logical sequence to 
this evaluation program that the committee has conducted. I have 
in my hand the hearings on 8. 86. 

It was a bill to provide for an experimental research program in 


cloud modification. 

The studies of the committee, pulled together by experimentation 
from private companies, and States, provided evidence to indicate 
that cloud modification was effective in the mountainous areas, and 
particularly on the west coast. They pointed out that there had not 
been sufficient data developed to know whether or not those results 
could be transferred to the Grea Plains. 

In my own personal opinion, as a result of these 200-odd pages of 
testimony that was taken on S. 86, and other studies, cloud modif- 
cation is possible in the Great Plains, provided you use the right tech- 
niques under the right conditions and with the right cloud situations. 


ARTICLE FROM TIME MAGAZINE 


There was an article in Time magazine. The date of it is July 29, 
1957, and it appeared under their science section, entitled “Careful 
Rainmaker.” It relates the results being obtained in Australia, where 
Dr. Edward George Bowen, chief of Australia’s Scientific and Indus- 
trial Research Organization, has been proceeding on this idea of pos- 
sible cloud modification very carefully over a period of 10 years. And 
Time magazine reports : “His conclusions are caleulatedly sober.” The 
article reads: 


Bowen began a study of Australia’s weather almost cloud by cloud. He dis- 
pensed his silver iodide from generators on airplane’s wingtips, learned by re- 
peated experiment what kinds of clouds could be wrung out. Then, backed by the 
Australian Government, he started a long series of carefully controlled experi- 
ments in the Snowy Mountains on New South Wales. 
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Dr. Bowen’s figures show that seeding by airplane achieved approximately 
20 percent increase in the amount of rain that fell on the test region. 


I might put in the entire article, but perhaps just a sentence or two 
more will be sufficient. 


When a long, dry spell last month threatened to ruin wheat planting in the 
Darling Downs district of Queensland, the parched farmers clamored for Bowen’s 
rainmakers. He sent airplanes reluctantly, knowing he could promise added 
rain over a period of months—not cloudbursts on order. Even when seeded 
clouds obligingly dropped heavy rain on several large areas, Bowen refused to 
claim credit. Nevertheless he smiles a little when he hears of his growing repu- 


tation among grateful farmers. ‘“There’s no doubt,” he says, “that we are start- 
ing to push nature around a bit.” 


Chairman Haypen. Now, the Senate has passed the bill S. 86. If it 


should pass the House, is "there any prospect of getting a budget 
estimate 4 


Senator Case. I think there would be, Mr. Chairman. 


Chairman Haypen. As it is, there is authority now for us to act, 
because the Senate has acted on the bill. 


EXPENDITURES FOR DROUGHT AND DISASTER RELIEF 


Senator Case. I would think so. 


I was going to point out that through the years 1954, 1955, 1956, 
and 1957, the United States Department of Agriculture has expended 
some $685 million in various forms of drought and disaster relief; 
685 millions of dollars in 4 years. 

Chairman Haypen. We have had a very severe drought in that 
4-year period. It has been unusually dry. 

Senator Case. And with Australia, with other countries, and with 
our own private experimenters in this country having repeatedly 
gotten encouraging results, it seems to me that the Congress could well 
afford to provide a few thousand dollars to Some the analysis and 
evaluation of these experiments and to start the National Science 
Foundation on a program of controlled and scientific experimentation. 
We need to fill in some gaps in the knowledge that comes from these 
spasmodic and sporadic attempts of individual operators. That is 
why we want the National Science Foundation to pick up the work 
when this committee completes its analytical report. 

I would like to point out that the final report of the Advisory Com- 
mittee will not only be an evaluation of projects studied, but will also 
contain their recommendations as to programs ahead. This aspect, 
Mr. Chairman, would, in my estimation, be extremely valuable to the 
National Science Foundation to serve as a base or a set of suggestions 
upon which they can start to build their program. 


LETTER FROM PRESIDENT EISENHOWER 


Now, I have with me a letter dated July 18, 1957, a copy of a letter, 
sioned by the President, addressed to Captain Or ville, as chairman 
of. the Advisor y Committee on Weather Control, in which he says: 


Of particular interest was your indication of the probability that, at least 
along the western coasts, increased precipitation might be expected from cloud 
seeding operations. 


Then another sentence: I have reaffirmed the administration’s budget esti- 
mate * * * 





682 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


TELEGRAM FROM L. W. DOUGLAS 


I would also like to place in the record a telegram from Mr. L. W. 
Douglas, addressed to a Wilton B. Persons, at The White House. 
Mr. Douglas is the former Director of the Bureau of the Budget and 
a member of the Advisory Committee on Weather Control. 


Chairman Haypen. I have talked to Mr. Douglas a number of 
times. 


That will be included in the record. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 


JuLy 18, 1957. 
Capt. Howarp ORVILLE, 


Chairman, Advisory Committee on Weather Control. 


DEAR CAPTAIN ORVILLE: I appreciate very much your letter report regarding 
the work of the Advisory Committee on Weather Control, and particularly the 
summary of the Committee’s findings to date. Of particular interest was your 
indication of the probability that, at least along the western coasts, increased 
precipitation might be expected from cloud seeding operations. I can readily 
appreciate the importance such production of additional water supplies might 
have in helping to ease the Nation’s emerging problem of growing scarcity of 
water resources in many areas. 

With regard to your comment concerning a need for further funds to com- 
plete the task of your committee during its remaining year of authorized existence, 
I have reaffirmed the administration's budget estimate and our support for the 
provision of the funds requested. 

I hope you will convey to the other members of the Advisory Committee my ap- 
preciation of the report you have submitted. 

Sincerely, 
DwicuTt D. EISENHOWER. 


Tucson, Ariz., June 18, 1957. 
Gen. WILTON B. PERSONS, 
The White House, Washington, D.C.: 


Am informed this morning to my great surprise that Bureau of Budget not 
recommending inclusion in fourth supplemental of $250,000 to Advisory Com- 
mittee on Weather Control for purpose of permitting it to complete as rapidly 
as possible its final report on matters which legislation creating it charged it with 
reporting on. My letter to Senator Hayden made it quite clear that amount of 
$250,000 sought in supplemental was solely for purpose of committee’s finishing 
in orderly way its report. After report is submitted unexpended balance and 
functions of committee should be transferred to National Science Foundations. 
Unless there is supplemental, committee will be out of funds on June 30, and I 
as a member do not see how committee will be able to complete its report in orderly 
fashion. Work with which committee has been concerned may have very great 
significance to many parts of United States and even of world if such work is 
continued in form of excellent scientific research. I had hoped item could be in- 
cluded in fourth supplemental. Senator Hayden very anxious to include such 
item in supplemental appropriation bill, but requires some support from executive 
branch. Am sending similar telegram to Sherman Adams. 

Regards. 


L. W. DovucGtLas. 


[Time, July 29, 1957] 


CAREFUL RAINMAKER 


When scientific rainmaking was invented in the United States in the late 1940's, 
it seemed that at last man could do something about the weather. All over the 
world, commercial rainmakers armed themselves with dry ice or silver iodide, set 
to work seeding clouds wherever they could find local governments or groups of 
rain-hungry farmers willing to pay them. But over the years, not enough rain 


fell to support the reputation of the rainmakers. Rainmaking slipped into 
disrepute. 
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Last week a persistent scientist named Edward George Bowen was proving that 
rainmaking can be notably successful when conducted as a long-range program 
with carefully limited goals. As chief of the Radiophysics Division of the Aus- 
tralian Government’s Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organiza- 
tion, Dr. Bowen was put in charge of Australian rainmaking more than 10 years 
ago. By careful and skeptical investigation he soon discovered why most efforts 
had been failures. The commercial rainmakers’ favorite method (because it was 
the cheapest) was to spray silver iodide into the air from ground generators. Dr. 
Bowen found by actual experiment that ground-generated silver iodide sel@om 
reaches the clouds. He proved further that silver iodide somehow can become 
inactivated as a rainmaker after less than 1 hour of exposure to the atmosphere ; 
when it does reach the clouds from the ground, it is usually too old to be effective. 

Bowen began a study of Australia’s weather almost cloud by cloud. He dis- 
pensed his silver iodide from generators on airplane’s wingtips, learned by re- 
peated experiment what kinds of clouds could be wrung out. Then, backed by the 
Australian Government, he started a long series of carefully controlled experi- 
ments in the Snowy Mountains of New South Wales. 

His ¢onclusions are caleulatedly sober. Dr, Bowen's figures show that seeding 
by airplane achieved approximately 20 percent increase in the amount of rain 
that fell on the test region. For $225,000 a year, he estimates, he can drop extra 
rain worth $2,200,000 on a hydroelectric watershed. 

The Australian public, forever haunted by fear of drought, has followed 
Bowen's program with enthusiastic appreciation. When a long dry spell last 
month threatened to ruin wheat planting in the Darling Downs district of Queens- 
land, the parched farmers clamored for Bowen’s rainmakers. He sent airplanes 
reluctantly, knowing he could promise added rain over a period of months—not 
cloudbursts on order. Even when seeded clouds obligingly dropped heavy rain on 
several large areas, Bowen refused to claim credit. Nevertheless he smiles a little 
when he hears of his growing reputation among grateful farmers. “There’s no 
doubt,” he says, “that we are starting to push nature around a bit.” 


PROFESSIONAL GROUP REPRESENTED 


Senator Case. There are present, as you know, Captain Orville and 
Mr. Spengler. Mr. Spengler is a member of the Advisory Committee. 
He is also the Secretary of the American Meterological Society. And 
as such he represents the group of professional people best qualified 
to speak on the possibilities. Should you wish to ask either of them 
any questions, I would be happy to have you do so. 


Apvisory COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CoNnTROL 
STATEMENT OF CAPT. HOWARD ORVILLE, CHAIRMAN 


UNOBLIGATED BALANCE 


Captain Orvitie. Good morning, Senator. 

I have nothing further to add to Senator Case’s statement. It 
seems to me that he has given the committee the case very well. And 
it is our desire to finish the job and get out a final report and turn over 
the records to the National Science Foundation. 

Chairman Haypen. How much money has lapsed at the 30th of 
June from your former appropriation ? 

Captain Orvitie. As near as we can tell. sir, about $10,000 from 
fiscal 1957. 

Senator Case. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Spengler could give 
is any information on the recent cloud-seeding attempts in the State 
of Massachusetts. They have been having a drought in New England. 
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AMERICAN METEOROLOGICAL SocretTy 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH C. SPENGLER, SECRETARY AND MEMBER, 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL 


CLOUD SEEDING ATTEMPTS TN MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Spencer. Well, sir, of course, we have not had time to analyze 
the result up there yet. The only thing I know is what I read in the 
press, that several of the officials of the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts have been very encouraged by what they think has happened. 
But, of course, it is much too early to have any actual results. 

Chairman Haypen. There was some rain that fell ? 

Mr. Srenater. Definitely, yes. 


Chairman Haypen. That has been our experience in the West, 


enough at least to encourage us to believe that if this work is carried 
on, something will come out of it. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman, providing some money so that they 
can make a final report will give the Committee an opportunity to 
evaluate this work in Massachusetts along with other projects cur- 
rently underway. 


LETTER FROM COMMITTEE TO PRESIDENT 


Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might offer for insertion in the hear- 
ings the letter of the Committee to the President, which is a brief sum- 
mary of their activity but not a final report. 

Chairman Haypen. That would be very appropriate. 

Senator Case. The American Makeorchogncel Society issued a state- 
ment in connection with S. 86. which is only about a page and a half 
long. Could it also be inserted ? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. That may be done. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 


ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1957. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
THE WHITE HOUSE. 


My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: At the moment of this writing an appropriation has 
not been made to finance the activities of the Advisory Committee on Weather 
Control during fiscal year 1958, the final year of its authorized existence. 

The Committee has made extensive studies and evaluations in accordance with 
the first interim report submitted to you on February 8, 1956. The Advisory 
Committee has established, with a satisfactory degree of probability, that cloud- 
seeding operations on the windward slopes of the Pacific Coast States during the 
cooler and moist winter and spring months have produced significant overall 
average increases in precipitation from the storms seeded, over that which would 
have been expected without cloud seeding. At this time the Advisory Committee's 
studies do not enable it to apply these conclusions either to the results of artificial 
precipitation increasing in other portions of the Nation or to the possibilities of 
hail and lightning suppression. 

In connection with the results observed in the west coast mountainous areas, 
it is interesting to note a portion of the new policy statement of the American 
Meteorological Society relating to cloud seeding in mountainous areas: “Evalua- 
tions performed by independent agencies have yielded reasonably convincing 
evidence of increases of precipitation due to the operation of ground-based silver 
iodide generators only for operations conducted in cold weather in regions where 
forced lifting of the air over a mountain range is an important factor.” It is 
essential that additional research be conducted to ascertain whether, under fa- 
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vorable circumstances, the positive results of cloud seeding in the mountainous ter- 
rain of the Pacific Coast States can be extrapolated to the mountainous areas 
which exist elsewhere in the United States. It is equally important that a long- 
range program of basic and applied research in the precipitation processes as 
they occur in other areas be initiated as soon as possible. Increased knowledge 
of the potentialities of weather modification gained through such research may 
become of great importance to the production of additional water supplies for 
agriculture, hydroelectric power, and municipal and industrial uses, and thereby 
make a substantial contribution to the solution of the Nation’s water-resources 
roblem. 

r It is believed that the authority for the activities of the Advisory Committee 
is not terminated by lack of available funds. However, in view of the probability 
that even if Congress acts favorably upon a supplemental appropriation item, 
funds will not become available for at least a month, there is herewith sub- 
mitted to you a brief summary of the Advisory Committee’s findings to date. 

It should be emphasized that a proper “final report” within the meaning of 
section 10 (a) of Public Law 664, 84th Congress (70 Stat. 509, 15 U. S. C., see. 
311 note) cannot now be submitted. The lack of time, funds, and personnel 
to complete the evaluation projects and their analysis makes impossible the care- 
ful preparation of a comprehensive final report. 

The studies in progress and technical reports completed to date are transmitted 
herewith in a separate enclosure and a brief summary of each is appended to 
this letter. Other reports from a number of projects for which funds have been 
obligated will not be available for several months since the Advisory Commit- 
tee in planning its 2-year program did not anticipate that financial support of 
its activities would be terminated a year before the expiration of its legislative 
authority. 

In view of the foregoing facts and circumstances, if supplemental funds are 
provided, the Advisory Committee on Weather Control will be able to complete 
its assigned task during its remaining year of authorized existence. After com- 
pleting its assignment and preparing its final report, the Advisory Committee 
recommends that its functions and the custody of its files be turned over to the 
National Science Foundation to serve as the basis for that agency to carry ona 
long-range program of basic and applied research in weather modification in co- 
operation with other agencies. 

There is attached for your consideration a draft form of letter of transmittal 
submitting this letter report to the Congress. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Howarp T, ORVILLE, Chairman. 


ENCLOSURE A 


Brier SUMMARY OF REPORTS AND ACTIVITIES IN CONNECTION WITH EVALUATION 
PROGRAMS 


PHYSICAL EVALUATION PROGRAM 


Operation Overseed.—A small seale cloud seeding experiment, designed to 
simulate the conditions under which commercial cloud-seeding operations are 
conducted in mountainous country, was carried out in the vicinity of Mount 
Washington, N. H., from September 1955 to June 1956. The target was the 
observatory at the summit, which is equipped to make measurements of the 
number of ice nuclei, liquid water content, and drop size as well as the routine 
meteorological observations. The principal results can be summarized as fol- 
lows : 

1. Ground-based silver iodide smoke generators can increase the concentra- 
tion of ice nuclei in the lower atmosphere at distances up to 12 miles by a sig- 
nificant amount. 

2. Present techniques appear to place the upper limit of nuclei concentrations 
so produced at this distance to between 10* to 10° particles per cubic meter, meas- 
ured at —20° C., under average atmospheric conditions. 

3. “Overseeding,” the flooding of supercooled clouds with artificial ice nuclei, 
does not appear to be possible with present equipment under average atmos- 
pheric conditions. 

4. Silver iodide nuclei produced by the propane-acetone method have a decay 
rate of not more than two orders of magnitude per 30 minutes exposure time 











686 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 





at —15° C., and probably less. Time-delay tests reveal no rapid decay rate in 
the first 3 minutes. This would indicate that, under these conditions, deactiva- 
tion of the nuclei is not a matter of concern. ' 

Project Skyfire—In order to test the behavior of silver iodide smoke from 
ground generators during summertime conditions over comparatively flat coun. 
try, a glider and a low-speed airplane, carrying a portable cold box by means of 
which ice nuclei measurements could be made at frequent intervals, were used 
during the summer of 1955. Silver iodide nuclei were detected to a maximum 
distance of 15 mlies and a maximum height of 4,000 feet above the generators 
with concentrations of 35 to 100 per liter at these distances. This program 
was conducted again during the summer of 1956 as part of Project Skyfire, a co- 
operative program conducted by the United States Forest Service to study clouds 
and thunderstorms and develop and test cloud seeding techniques pointed toward 
the suppression of lightning. 

The more important results are as follows: 

1. Using the airborne portable coid box, it was possible to track the silver 
iodide smoke plume from ground generators as far.as 85 miles and measure con- 
centrations at cloud bases where the nuelei were causing visible seeding effects. 

2. Calculations show that virtually all the summer precipitation in the in- 
terior mountain areas of the Pacific Northwest must be due to growth from ice 
erystals rather than liquid phase condensation-coalescence. In view of the low 
natural ice nuclei concentrations usually present during this period, cloud seed- 
ing may be expected to have pronounced effects on cloud structure, 

3. Studies of the decay rate of silver iodide nuclei indicate that the deactiva- 
tion rate must be less than one order of magnitude per hour at 0° C. ambient 
temperature. 

4. Small and medium size supercooled clouds seeded with dry ice showed 
definite glaciation and virga, with the virga in one case reaching the ground. 

5. Ground seeding with silver iodide generators produced definite virga from 
clouds in the plume area. Airborne silver iodide seeding in a transverse pattern 
over a fixed area produced heavy virga and precipitation reaching the ground 
from fairly thin supercooled clouds on two occasions. 

Project Seabreeze.—A similar program was conducted at Boca Raton, Fla., 
for a period of 4 weeks in the late summer of 1956. This is an area where a line 
of tall cumulus clouds builds up practically every day at the inshore limit of 
the sea breeze. Time lapse cameras were used to record cloud behavior in the 
area covered by the plume from the silver iodide generators as well as the areas 
on both sides. Results of this project may be briefly summarized as follows: 

1. Time-height graphs of cloud tops were constructed for 18 clouds from the 
time-lapse films. Time of occurrence of precipitation at the cloud base was 
also obtained from the films in 14 of the 18 cases, 

2. A precipitation-initiation model was constructed from published data on 
coalescence and ice crystal precipitation mechanisms. The time of precipitation 
initiation predicted by the model was compared with observed times from the 
measured clouds. In all 14 cases the coalescence process was clearly indicated 
as being operative in initiating the precipitation. Under the conditions en- 
countered in Florida this is likely to be true in most cases and the possibility 
of detecting a silver iodide seeding effect by observing precipitation initiation is 
very remote. 

3. Comparison of the precipitation initiation times derived from the model 
and the results recently published by Feteris and Mason in England indicate 
that coalescence operates more slowly in Florida than reported in the results 
for England. This indicates the possibility of smaller initial drop sises in 
Florida. If this can be verified, the area may be an exceptional one for tests of 
hygroscopic seeding during the summer months. 

4. Areas of major shower development were plotted for each day with refer- 
ence to the silver iodide plume direction. Principal effect appeared to be an 
extensive dark area usually developing about 1400 to 1500 eastern standard time 
in the plume region. Outside the plume, shower areas had largely dissipated 
by this time. The effect was noted on 7 days with generators operating and 2 
without. More extensive aircraft observation is needed to define this effect 
more clearly. 

5. Natural ice crystal counts in Florida were variable but generally high. 
In some situations the natural counts were so high that it was not possible to 
add substantially to the ice crystal count through the ground-generator operation. 
In comparison with an area such as western Montana, the opportunities for 
demonstrating seeding effects due to silver iodide are limited. 
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Ice nuclei measurements.—A cooperative program of ice nuclei observations 
was conducted during May 1957 to obtain comparative data on the various types 
of equipment used for such measurements. Most of the measurements were 
made on natural nuclei characteristics of the Pasadena, Calif., area. Samples 
of both silver iodide and dust from the Albuqueque area were also used. 

Results of the study indicated fair agreement among all the various types of 
cold boxes used. Principal consistent variations were the relatively lower 
count obtained by the Australian expansion box and the high count by the 
MRI cold box. Suggestive evidence was obtained to indicate that this variation 
was caused by the characteristics of the Australian box in measuring only fast- 
acting nuclei whereas the others apear to measure the total of the fast- and 
slow-acting nuclei. On the other hand the MRI cold box occasionally gave re- 
sults which were 5 to 10 times too high. This fact should be borne in mind 
when studying the results of Projects Sailplane and Seabreeze. The relative 
importance of fast and slow nuclei in atmospheric proceses is not understood 
and the relative value of measuring only fast nuclei or measuring only total 
nuclei is not clear. 

Reproducibility of the boxes on repeated samples was good and the variations 
between boxes were considerably less than the spread of nuclei measurements 
given in published literature. 

Sania Barbara project.—In order to obtain a more quantitative estimate of 
the increases in precipitation actually produced in a cloud-seeding operation, a 
eooperative project was organized in Santa Barbara County, Calif., in the fall 
of 1956. Participating agencies are the county of Santa Barbara, the Depart- 
ment of Water Resources of the State of California, the statistical laboratory 
of the University of California, North American Weather Consultants, the United 
States Forest Service, United States Weather Bureau, the National Science 
Foundation, and the Advisory Committee on Weather Control. This is to be a 
randomized cloud-seeding operation whereby approximately half the suitable 
storms are seeded and the other half used as a control for comparison. In order 
to obtain sufficient data for comparison, the project will be carried out during 
the three winters during the months of January through April. Last winter's 
operations, the first of the planned 3 years, have not yet been analyzed. 

Bureau of Standards project—tIn order to determine more accurately the 
nature and behavior of the silver iodide nuclei produced by the various methods 
of generation, the Advisory Committee has contracted with the National Bureau 
of Standards for a 1-year study. Although the original request for this work 
was made to the Bureau in March 1956, arrangements could not be completed 
until March 1957. The work is just getting well underway and, in the event that 
the Advisory Committee receives no funds for fiscal year 1958, it is hoped that 
some other agency will support this extremely important study. 

Automatic cold bow—The Advisory Committee on Weather Control received 
a recommendation from the research subcommittee suggesting that a project be 
set up to develop an automatic method of counting freezing nuclei in a suitable 
type cold box. Aceordingly, through the efforts of the committee, the North 
American Instruments, Inc., of Altadena, Calif., submitted a proposal to the 
National Science Foundation for the development of such an automatic cold box. 
After some months of study the National Science Foundation approved the pro- 
posal and currently the project is being conducted by this company at its labora- 
tory in Altadena, Calif. Latest reports indicate that extremely encouraging 
results are being obtained. 


STATISTICAL EVALUATION PROGRAM 


The statistical phases of the evaluation program described in Technical Re- 
ports 1 through 5, were carried out primarily by the Advisory Committee’s staff, 
assisted during the past 8 months by the statistical group at New York University. 
The results of the program may be summarized briefly as follows: 

1. A statistical method of evaluating augmentation of precipitation by cloud 
Seeding was developed. 

2. Using this method, a series of cloud-seeding operations were evaluated. 
The conclusion was reached that, taking the west coast and orographic projects 
evaluated as a group, there has been an average increase in precipitation during 
the seeded storms. The chance that this effect is due to natural eauses and not 
to the cloud seeding is estimated to be extremely small. The amount of this 
average increase in the seeded storms is estimated to lie between 5 and 22 


93207—57—— 44 
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percent with a confidence of 90 percent, that is, there is 1 chance out of 10 that 
the actual increase is above or below this range. 

3. Evaluations of cloud-seeding operations in the comparatively flatlands of 
the Midwest and East failed to show any indications of effects from cloud seed- 
ing. This does not mean that effects may not have been produced but that, if 
there were any effects, they were too small to be detected with any degree of 
confidence by presently known statistical methods. 

4. A method for fitting the frequency of hail occurrence to certain mathe- 
matical distributions was developed and used in establishing a procedure where- 
by operations designed to reduce hail might be evaluated. 


LEGAL SITUATION 


Technical Report No. 6 is a brief outline of the legal situation which, together 
with the present incomplete and inconclusive scientific findings of the Advisory 
Committee, underlie the consideration and formulation of legislative recom- 
mendations for future Federal governmental research and regulatory activities in 
the field of weather modification. The outline is a preliminary analysis of 
incomplete legal materials as applied to incomplete scientific data. It does not 
constitute the legislative recommendations of the Advisory Committee on Weather 
Control called for by section 10 (a) of Public Law 256, 88d Congress, as amended 
(15 U. S. C., see. 311) note. 

There are few legal precedents in the field of weather modification. None 
of the judgments thus far have halted these operations or awarded damages to 
claimants. However, they are not the final word; nor, are these court decisions 
of a very high order of legal authority. There are 16 State statutes, 13 of which 
are regulatory. The one Federal statute which specifically deals with the field of 
weather modification and which authorizes the Advisory Committee’s activities 
provides only for study and evaluation of cloud-seeding operations. Senate bill 
S. 86 of the 85th Congress is proposed legislation which would authorize a long- 
range program of basic and applied research and experimentation. Based upon 
the character of the court caves, present and proposed State and Federal legis- 
lation, and the analogies to existing legal concepts available to the courts, it is 
concluded that there will be maintained and further created a legal environment 
which both reasonably safeguards persons and their private and public property 
and permits the development of weather modification for the general public 
welfare. 


ENCLOSURE B 


Apvrsory COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CoNTROL, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Created by act of Congress approved August 13, 1953 (67 Stat. 559) and 
amended July 9, 1956, Public Law 664, 84th Congress (70 Stat. 509), to study 
and evaluate public and private experiments in weather modification. Its mem- 
bers consist of 5 members from private life of outstanding ability in the fields 
ef science, agriculture, and business, anpointed by the President on December 9, 
1953, and confirmed by the Senate January 25, 1954, and 6 members from 
interested Government departments and their alternates, appointed by the heads 
of their respective departments, complete the composition of the 11-man com- 
niittee whose names and organizations are listed below : 


MEMBERS FROM PRIVATE LIFE 


Chairman: Howard T. Orville, Captain United States Navy (retired), technical 
consultant, Friez instrument civision, Bendix Aviation Corp., Baltimore. Md. 
Vice Chairman: A. M. Eberle, dean of agriculture, South Dakota State College, 
Brookings, S. Dak. 
Members: 
Lewis W. Douglas, nrominent rancher and miner. Sonoita, Ariz. 
Joseph J. George, Brigadier General, United States Air Force Reserye, 
superintendent of meteorology, Eastern Air Lines, Atlanta, Ga. 
Kenneth ©. Spengler, executive secretary, American Meterological Society, 
Boston, Mass. 
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MEMBERS FROM GOVERNMENT 
























Department of Defense: 
William M. Holaday, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Research and 
Engineering). 
Earl G. Droessler (alternate), secretary, General Science Committee. 
Department of the Interior: 
Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary for Water and Power Development 
Luna B. Leopold (alternate), United States Geological Survey 
Department of Agriculture: 
Ervin L, Peterson, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Theodore C. Byerly (alternate) 
Department of Commerce: 
Louis 8S. Rothschild, Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
F. W. Reichelderfer (alternate), Chief United States Weather Bureau 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: 
LeRoy E. Burney, The Surgeon General 
Mark D. Hollis (alternate) 
National Science Foundation: 
Alan T. Waterman, Director 
Paul E. Klopsteg (alternate), associate director 


STAFF MEMBERS 








































Capt. F. A. Berry, United States Navy, chief scientific adviser 
Gerald D. Berndt, climatologist 

Jack C. Oppenheimer, executive secretary 
iaine N. Berndt, chief computing clerk 
Thomas A. Pence, geographer 

Rosalea Munkvold, administrative assistant 
Giadys S. Richards, clerk-stenographer 
Robert B. Smith, field director 

Howard J. Wells, AGC, United States Navy, assistant field director 






AMERICAN METEOROLOGICAL SOCIETY, 
OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY. 
Boston, Mass., April 30, 1957. 

Dr. Robert D. Fletcher, president of the American Meteorological Society, 
today released a statement on weather modification which outlines the general 
opinion of the field of meteorology on this matter of great public interest. The 
society, composed of nearly 6,500 members, is the professional and scientific 
organization which represents weathermen throughout the Americas. Its mem- 
bership is made up of meteorologists from private industry, the universities, and 
the Government weather services. 

The society has adopted a policy of issuing statements, to be reviewed annually, 
on a number of weather problems of vital interest to the public. These include 
the detection, tracking, and prediction of tornadoes and hurricanes, long-range 
forecasting, fallout of radioactive debris, and other subjects. 

The statement on weather modification, approved by the society’s council is 
as follows: 

The Council of the American Meteorological Society has assumed the responsi- 
bility for issuing periodic statements on the scientific aspects of weather modifica- 
tion and control, Two previous statements were issued in 1951 and in 1953. In 
view of the additional information on this subject that has become available in 
the interim the council deems it desirable to issue a revised statement of its 
opinion at this time. 

1. The seeding of supercooled cloud with Dry Ice will usually convert at least 
a portion of the cloud to ice crystals. Under appropriate conditions such seed- 
ing may release variable amounts of precipitation from fairly deep and active 
cumulus clouds in which the natural release of precipitation has not already 
started. Small, inactive cumulus clouds are usually dissipated when they are 
seede'l with Dry Ice. Holes or valleys may be produced in supercooled layer 
clouds or supercooled fogs by seeding them with Dry Ice. 

2. The injection of water drops or hydroscopic salt particles into active, warm 
(non-supercooled) cumulus clouds may release some rain. Small, inactive, warm 
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cumulus may often be partially or completely dissipated by seeding them from 
above with water drops or other particles; such dissipation may occasionally 
be accompanied by the release of very light rain. 

3. In some cases warm fog and stratus may be dissipated in restricted regions 
by the use of certain hygroscopic materials. 

4. At temperatures below about —5° C., silver iodide crystals are known to 
affect supercooled clouds in much the same way as Dry Ice. The frequent 
absence of clear-cut results following the operation of ground-based silver iodide 
generators is believed to be due to one or more of the following causes: (@) the 
failure of the seeding material to reach the supercooled clouds, (0) the absence 
of clouds that could be affected by seeding, (c) the decay of the silver iodide, 
(d@) the presence of an ample supply of natural ice crystals, (e) topographical 
influences which defy quantitative measurement. 

5. Cloud seeding acts only to trigger the release of precipitation from existing 
clouds. The release of substantial amounts of precipitation by either natural 
or artificial means requires the preexistence of an extensive moisture supply in 
the form of moist air currents and of active cloud-forming processes. For this 
reason the meteorological conditions most favorable for the artificial release 
of precipitation are very much the same as those which usually lead to the 
natural release of precipitation. This factor plus the extreme natural varia- 
bility of precipitation makes the evaluation of the effects of seeding difficult 
and often inconclusive. 

6. Evaluations performed by independent agencies have yielded reasonably con- 
vincing evidence of increases of precipitation due to the operation of ground-based 
silver iodide generators only for operations conducted in cold weather in regions 
where forced lifting of the air over a mountain range is an important factor, 
No eonvincing evidence has been presented which indicates that ground-based 
silver iodide seeding affects the amount or character of the precipitation over flat 
country. This does not prove that there are no such effects but suggests that if 
present, they are too small to be detected by statistical analyses of data available 
to this date. 

7. In the absence of a truly quantitative theory of precipitation the best present 
means for obtaining a quantitative estimate of the effect of seeding on precipita- 
tion is through the statistical evaluation of randomized cloud seeding experi- 
ments. The randomization is necessary to insure valid interpretation of the 
results, and a long series of such experiments may be necessary to detect small 
effects. 

8. Present knowledge of atmospheric processes offers no real basis for the 
belief that the weather or climate of a large portion of the country can be 
significantly modified by cloud seeding. It is not intended to rule out the possi- 
bility of large-scale modifications of the weather at some future time, but it is 
believed that if possible at all, this will require methods that alter the large scale 
atmospheric circulations, possibly through changes in the radiation balance. 

9. All cloud seeding operations should be considered as experiments since the 
techniques are still under development and there is no sound basis for the 
quantitative estimation of the results in advance of the operation. As experi- 
ments they should be designed primarily to yield optimum scientific results. 
There is good reason to believe that improved returns from cloud seeding will 


result from a sound experimental approach and this should be fostered by all 
concerned. 


(See p. 417) 
LETTER From TRUE D. Morse, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 


AvuGustT 14, 1957. 
Hon. CarRL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: The amounts in the accompanying table are provided 
by the Department in response to the request by the Subcommittee on Agricul- 
tural Appropriations of the Senate Appropriations Committee, on August 12, 
1957, that preliminary information on the possible need for additional emergency 
soil and water conservation cost-sharing funds be obtained from States in which 
natural disasters have occurred during 1957. These amounts are very tentative 
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and in most cases have not been reviewed by the USDA State disaster com- 
mittees nor by the Departmental Disaster Committee. 

States have not followed uniform standards in their reports from the stand- 
point of specific types of damage which need to be treated. Some States have 
included estimates where the only need is to replace hay and pasture or forage 
type crops, while others have confined their reports to immediate serious erosion 
areas insofar as funds for conserving cover are concerned. Amounts have not 
yet been reported by New York, Illinois, Minnesota, and Virginia where rains, 
floods, or continuing drought may haye created serious agricultural problems. 
Some of these States reported damages but did not classify the damage as a 
serious, direct threat to the land itself which might justify emergency conserva- 
tion treatment. 

States have been requested to utilize funds remaining uncommitted under the 
1957 agricultural conservation program to help meet the new conservation prob- 
lems arising as a result of natural disasters. They have algo been requested 
to reserve at least 10 percent of their 1958 agricultural conservation program 
allocations for emergency practices. Funds under the 1957 agricultural conserva- 
tion program are available for payments to farmers. However, 1958 program 
funds will not be available for payments to farmers until July 1958. 

To provide additional funds for dealing with emergency conservation by 
establishing vegetative cover, except where failure to do so would result in 
immediate and serious erosion, would be a distinct departure from past policy. 
Additional funds appropriated to meet emergency conservation problems in the 
past have not been used to replace cover lost or damaged due to drought. The 
estimates in the fifth and eight columns of the accompanying table include 
amounts for such a purpose, and some of the estimates in the fourth and seventh 
columns may also, but there has not been time fully to segregate these amounts, 
There is serious doubt as to whether damage that requires only the replacing 
of such cover would be within the criteria specified in Public Law 85-58, under 
which emergency funds were recently appropriated. 

It appears to this Department that a special appropriation in addition to that 
provided by Public Law 85-58 is not justified on the basis of the special problems 
which have arisen to date this year. 

The Department needs time in which, by further field surveys, to determine 


whether there are urgent needs which require funds already appropriated, and, 

if so, that the costs to be shared will be comparable and proper, before funds 

could be equitably distributed among States. If there is a need after December 

$1, 1957, the Congress could during its next session provide additional funds. 
Sincerely yours, 


True D. Morse, 
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Preliminary field reports on cost-sharing assistance needed to make payments to 
farmers to carry out emergency conservation program 


(Some of these areas have not been declared disaster areas under Public Law 875, 81st Cong. Also, time 
has not permitted the necessary review, checking, and approval of reports of the States by the USDA State 
disaster committees and representatives of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Some of the needed work 
which.has been reported includes in some States iters that ray not meet the eligibility requirements egp- 
tained in Public Law 85-58, under the item ‘‘Agricultural conservation program service—Emergency con. 
servation measures.”” It appears that the primary purpose of most of the conserving cover included by 
States is for replacing feed or forage crops rather then to meet a critical need for protection against serions 
immediate erosion and therefore not eligible under Public Law 85-58. Data in this table are not sufficient 
for allocating funds among States without further checking and review of each State’s condition and report, 
See transmittal letter.) 

{In thousands of dollars] 
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1 State reports doubt that damage is eligible under Public Law 85-58. 


EMERGENCY CONSERVATION 


FUNDS 


LETTER FROM SENATOR STUART SYMINGTON 


Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 

United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHATRMAN: May I respectfully urge that favorable consideration 

be given to the request for additional appropriations to be used for farmland re- 

storation under the agricultural conservation program. 

As you may know, after 5 years of drought, several areas in Missouri have 
been ravaged by a series of tornadoes, storms, and devastating floods. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COM MITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY, 
August 13, 1957. 
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While the floods have done considerable damage in other areas of the State, 
from an agricultural standpoint, the most seriously affected has been the south- 
east section of Missouri. 

There has been considerable flood damage on agriculturally productive lands 
in that area. Flood damage to crops, as estimated by the State disaster ¢om- 
mittee, will result in a 40-75 percent reduction in crop production. 

Reports from the agricultural leaders in that area of my State indicate that 
the cotton crop has been reduced to about 50 percent of average, corn production 
will be down 40 percent as compared with last year, and soybean production down 
$3 percent. It is estimated that the net result will be a reduction in the farmers’ 
crop income, in these southeast counties, of approximately $56 million—a drop 
of 42 percent from the 1956 levels. 

The State disaster committee met on June 24, 1957, to consider requests from 
30 counties which had been victims of the late spring and early summer floods. 
This committee has subsequently recommended that 21 counties be declared 
eligible for emergency assistance for restoration and conservation on flood- 
damaged productive land. The Department of Agriculture estimates total dam- 
age to farmlands in these counties as $6,083,000. 

The disaster committee, in a letter to the Administrator of the Agricultural 
Conservation Program Service, stated: “Many farmers, in the areas recom- 
mended, are not financially able to complete the needed practices on the land 
unless about 80 percent of the cost is available through Federal cost sharing.” 

The cost-price squeeze has been disastrous to many of our farmers, particu- 
larly the smaller, family-size farms. When, in addition to this, farmers are 
victims of natural disasters, they find themselves financially unable to meet their 
conservation and restoration needs. 

Therefore, I again urge that favorable consideration be given from supple- 
mental appropriations to the Agricultural Conservation Program Service, to be 
used to restore flood-damaged agricultural lands. 

Sincerely, 
Sruart SYMINGTON. 





AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOUGLAS 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 
FOR EMERGENCY LAND TREATMENT MEASURES RESULTING FROM FLOODS 


Chairman Hayden, I appreciate the opportunity of making available to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee facts existing in the State of Illinois as a 
result of the unprecedented heavy rainfall causing a great deal of flood damage 
to farms, business, and individuals. Though I understand the present pur- 
poses. of the appropriation are limited to rehabilitation of farmland, I would 
like to present a complete report of flood damage in Illinois. St. Clair, Madison, 
and Monroe Counties experienced a deluge of 13 inches of rain in 1 day which 
flooded most of these counties, affecting sewage disposal, streets, water and 
electric power as well as flooding homes. The areas surrounding Paris, Mattoon, 
Vandalia, and the Kaskaskia River Valley next felt unprecedented heavy rains. 
The Wabash River Valley, Will, Kankakee, Livingston, Cook, and other counties 
were saturated next. Other areas in Illinois felt the impact of flooded creeks 
and waterways. These counties, communities, and individuals are faced with 
real problems in recovery from the damage caused by these violent rushes of 
water, .. There are debris-covered areas, washed gullies, broken levees, damaged 
businesses, roads, schools, and homes. Normal plantings of corn, beans, wheat, 
and other crops have been destroyed. Because of the lateness of the season, many 
will be unable to replant and will lose this year’s crops. 

In general, the areas of Udgar, Coles, Douglas Counties, and all of the areas 
lying within the Wabash River Valley have received land damage as a result 
of flooding. Other agencies of the Federal Government have recognized the 
seriousness of the problem by invoking disaster measures available to them. 
This action includes announcement by the Small Business Administration of 
disaster loans to business and individuals in 50 southern Illinois counties and 
the counties of Will, Kankakee, and parts of Livingston. The Farmers’ Home 
Credit Administration have made disaster loans available for replanting in these 
areas. It is, therefore, a need that is well recognized by existing Federal agencies 
equipped with disaster measures to meet these problems. 
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In an effort to obtain a clear picture of the flood damage to farmland in Ilinois 
for this committee’s study, I asked Mr. Willard Upp, administrative officer, 
Illinois State Agriculture Soil Conservation Committee, Springfield, UL, for q 
report of the flood damage in Illinois. I received on August 9, 1957, the following 
report: 

“All southern Illinois, especially south of Route 36, suffered adverse wet 
weather ; some land still unplanted; some planted up to July 20 with production 
questionable. Income loss is heavy. In this part of the State there also are 8 
major flood areas, result of rains up to 13 inches, centering around East St. Louis, 
Vandalia, and Wabash River. Acres flooded in such areas estimated at least 
285,000. Minor stream floods in other southern counties probably up to additional 
150,000 acres. 

“In addition some 28,000 acres flooded in counties around Kankakee. Crop 
loss heavy, but some flooded areas replanted. Extent unknown. Deposits of silt 
and debris and some washes have occurred on all flooded lands. This generally 
has not been serious or of much concern. However, there are spotted small acre. 
ages where such damage is serious, requiring rehabilitation by heavy machinery, 
Total soil loss on excessive rain upland areas is extremely heavy, showing need 
for more conservation farming. Although conservation structures have stood 
up well, some damage has occurred to waterways, terraces, ponds, etc., in both 
heavy rain and flooded areas. 

“Complete detailed survey not yet made. At best difficult to obtain an appraisal 
of extent and type of damage and repair needed. Some areas still inaccessible, 

“Supplementation of regular ACP to permit repair and restoration of structural 
practices damaged by both flood and excessive rain in both upland and flooded 
areas would undoubtedly be of value. Some reestablishment of permanent seed- 
ings also desirable. 

“WILLARD E. Upp, 
“Administrative Officer, Illinois State ASC Committee.” 


I sincerely hope the material I have supplied will be helpful to the committee 
in their study of need and that proper action will be taken to meet this problem. 


ADMINISTRATION, RYUKYU ISLANDS 


LETTERS FROM CHARLES C. FINUCANE, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 


Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR HAypeEN: It is respectfully requested that your committee give 
favorable consideration to increasing by $65,000 the House of Representatives- 
approved amount for “Administration, Ryukyu Islands,” fiscal year 1958, as 
included in the supplemental appropriation bill (H. R. 9131). Of the $3,875,000 
requested for “Administration, Ryukyu Islands,” the House of Representatives 
approved a total of $2,410,000, and established a $1,340,000 limitation on admin- 
istrative expenses as compared with the $1,575,000 requested. 

Subsequent to the House of Representatives and Senate hearings on the appro- 
priation request the United States civil administration has been required to 
establish a land court to adjudicate claims arising out of the United States land 
acquisition program. The personnel salaries and administrative expenses of 
this court will be $65,000 in fiscal year 1958. This amount cannot be absorbed 
within the $1,340,000 administrative limitation set by the House of Representa- 
tives because of the necessity to perform within the reduced means approved by 
the House the other responsibilities which are in addition to those carried out 
in fiscal year 1957 and which were detailed in the House and Senate hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES C. FINUCANE, 
Under Secretary of the Army. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ADMINISTRATION, RyuKyvU ISLANDS 


(P. 10, lines 23 and 24) 
1957 appropriation 


House committee 
House floor 


(House hearings, p. 61) 


(Senate hearings, p. 1) 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendments : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 


A. Page 10, line 23, strike out “$2,410,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$2,475,000”, an increase of $65,000 over the House-approved amount and 
$1,400,000 below the estimate. 

B. Page 10, line 24, strike out “$1,340,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$1,405,000”, an increase of $65,000 over the House approved amount and $170,000 
below the estimate. 

EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 


Restoration of $65,000 in administrative expenses to provide for the establish- 
ment of a land court. 


Activity Amendment| Proposed Total 
in act amendment request 


Aid‘to‘Ryuwkynan economy 
Civil information and education 
Administration 


2, 475, 000 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


“Administration, Ryukyu Islands.—The committee recommends an appropria- 
ation of $2,410,000 for this item which is an increase of $60,000 over the amount 
appropriated for 1957 when this item was known as ‘Government and relief in 
occupied areas.’ The increase allowed is to provide for the civil-service retire- 
ment contribution. The amount recommended is $1,465,000 below the budget 
estimate.” 

Obligations by activities 


Description | 1956 actual Fo estimate | 1958 estimate 


a 


DIRECT OBLIGATIONS 


Bg SS a ae $1, 644, 435 
2. Exchange of persons_........_...-- Sousievesthendagsauees ‘ 33, 
3. Administration 1, 230, 604 


Total direct obligations -___- Peak ompacteamariae 2, 928, 727 
Net adjustment 


Appropriation or estimate ; 3, 000, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 


Subsequent to the House of Representatives and Senate hearings on the ap- 
propriation request for “Administration, Ryukyu Islands,” the United States 
civil administration has been required to establish and maintain a land court 
necessitated by the United States land acquisition program. This court 
will.consider all litigation regarding interpretation and application of the com- 
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plex and detailed United States Civil Administration Ordinance governing the 
entire United States land acquisition program in the Ryukyu Islands, including 
but not limited to disputes involving the meaning and extent of any estate in 
land acquired by the United States; the validation of real rights; conformity 
with condemnation procedures ; and the factual and legal issues pertaining to the 
compensability and extent of just compensation for damages connected with the 
taking of land by the United States. A staff of seven positions is required and 
an estimated amount of $65,000 will be necesary for salaries and other adminis- 
trative expenses. The United States civil administration cannot absorb these 
additional expenses, as well as the others detailed in the House and Senaté Hear. 
ings, within the limited funds approved by the House. (The following table 
gives the planned staffing pattern of the court and the use of the requested 
$65,000 :) 


Number of | A verage 
positions annual 
salary 


Chief judge Bs Sys pa goer me $11, 610 
Judge__- . : 21, 500 
Court clerk. _....-- 
Interpreter-translator 
Court reporter 
Clerk-stenographer- 


Total > 14% Celt doe queen 
Less lapse for approximately 2 months. ---- 
Total 
Add: 
Overseas differential : 
Contribution civil-service retirement _- 
Total personal services 
Plus: 
Transportation charges_ - - 
Incidental operating expenses 


Total 


CONSTRUCTION OF POWER SYSTEMS, RYUKYU ISLANDS 


AveustT 14, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: The supplemental appropriation bill (H. R. 9131) ds 
approved by the House of Representatives has eliminated an appropriation re- 
quest of $9.2 million, “Construction of power systems, Ryukyu Islands,” fiscal 
year 1958. 

This project included $1,513,000 for northward extension of the existing power 
transmission facilities from the present terminus at Kadena to a new terminus 
at Henoko. Such extension is of the utmost urgency, since the Marines’ perma- 
nent camp, currently under construction at Henoko, will otherwise have no source 
of electricity. 

The Department of the Army respectfully requests that your committee give 
favorable consideration to this requirement and restore the amount of $1,513,000 
to permit its accomplishment. Enclosed in support of such request is further jus- 
tification with respect to the specific items affected. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES C. FINUCANE, 
Under Secretary of the Army. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CONSTRUCTION OF PoWER Systems, Ryukyu ISLANDS 
(P. 12 following line 15) 


I uN ROI CO OO ce 
ENUM oe ae Sah ee a eee $9, 200, 000 
House committee 
House floor 


(House hearings, p. 112) 
(Senate hearings, p. 35) 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendments: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Page 12 following line 15, insert : 


“CONSTRUCTION OF POWER SYSTEMS, RYUKYU ISLANDS 


“Construction of Power Systems: For necessary expenses of construction, 
installation, and equipment of electric power transmission systems in the Ryukyu 
Islands, which shall be operated by the Ryukyu Electric Power Corporation, an 
instrumentality of the United States Civil Administration of the Ryukyu Islands; 
services as authorized by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8S. C. 55a), 
at rates not in excess of $50 a day for individuals; hire of passenger motor 
vehicles and hire of aircraft ; $1,513,000 to remain available until expended, with- 
out regard to section 3734 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, and 10 U. S. C. 
4774d.”’ 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Insertion of the above amendment will provide, in lieu of the $9,200,000 dis- 
approved by the House of Representatives, $1,513,000 for extension of power 
transmission facilities on Okinawa to enable power to be supplied to the Marines’ 
permanent camp currently under construction at Henoko. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


“Construction of power systems, Ryukyu Islands.—The committee has disap- 
proved the budget request of $9,200,000 for a new electric powerplant for the 
Ryukyu Islands. Testimony disclosed that the Ryukyuan economy, for the bene- 
fit of which the plant is proposed, is now using less than 40 percent of the output 
of the existing, United States-financed, permanent generating plant.” 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 


Construction of the permanent Marines camp at Henoko, Okinawa, has been 
initiated and is scheduled for completion on March 1, 1959, as a cost of $12 million. 
The new camp will have no source of power unless the island power system high- 
voltage transmission network is extended northward 25% miles from Kadena, 
its present terminus, to Henoko. 

Provision for such extension, in the amount of $1,513,000, was included in the 
appropriation request of $9.2 million for construction of power systems to meet 
expanding local economy and military-base requirements. Construction was 
scheduled in fiscal year 1958 of 2514 miles of high-voltage transmission line at a 
cost of $899,000 and 4 substations at a cost of $614,000, so that the Marines power 
requirements could be met on schedule from existing generating facilities. 

Accordingly it is urgently requested that the $1,513,000 required to fill this essen- 
tial need be restored . This will permit extension of the transmission facilities in 
time to meet the Marines requirements. It will provide an additional source of 
income to the Ryukyuan economy, and will permit its economic growth to pro- 
ceed with correspondingly reduced future requirement for United States appro- 
priated-fund assistance. It will avert a crisis otherwise inevitable. 
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Obligations by activities 


| 
WF] Description 1956 actual | 1957 estimate | 1958 estimate 


Direct obligations: Construction of powerplant. 


Total direct obligations . 
Net adjustment “unobligated balance forward” 


Appropriation or estimate 


COMMITTEE RECESS 


Senator Hottanp. The committee will now recess until 10:30 to- 
morrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 7:20 p. m., Tuesday, August 13, 1957, the commit- 
tee recessed, to reconvene at 10: 30 a. m., Wednesday, August 14, 1957.) 





THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1958 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 14, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10: 30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Hill, Pas- 
tore, Saltonstall, Young, Knowland, and Thye. 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 
Disaster Retier 


STATEMENTS OF LEWIS E. BERRY, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; 
PHILIP C. BALDWIN, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND WILLIAM R. 
WILSON, DIRECTOR, BUDGET AND FISCAL OFFICE 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will be in order. 
The next item is a supplemental] request in House Document No. 198 


in the amount of $15 million for disaster relief, which has been al- 
lowed in full by the House. 


We will place the supplemental estimate and your justification in 
the record. 


(The information referred to follows:) 
SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE IN House DocuMENT No. 198 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 


DISASTER RELIEF 


“For an additional amount for ‘Disaster relief’, $15,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended : Provided, That not to exceed 3 per centum of the foregoing 
amount shall be available for administrative expenses.” 

Since April 29, 1957, affected areas in the States of Texas, Lousiana, Okla- 
homa, Missouri, Idaho, and Arkansas have been declared “major disaster” areas 
under the terms of Public Law 875, approved September 30, 1950, as a result of 
heavy rains, floods, hail, and tornadic winds. These disasters have placed heavy 
demands upon the disaster relief fund. Based upon experience of the past several 
years, the remaining balance in the fund, together with prospective repayments 
and appropriations to the fund, is substantially less than the estimated amount 
required to finance Federal disaster assistance throughout fiscal year 1958. This 
estimate of $15 million is to provide sufficient reserve funds for meeting the 
requirements of future disasters calling for Federal assistance. 
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FEDERAL CIvIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, DISASTER RELIEF, EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
OF THE PRESIDENT 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATES, FISCAL YEAR 1958 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 


FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 


DISASTER RELIEF 


“For [expenses necessary to carry out the purposes of the Act of September 
30, 1950 (Public Law 875), as amended, authorizing assistance to the States and 
local governments in major disasters, $10,000,000], an additional amount for 
“Disaster Relief”, $15,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
That not to exceed 3 per centum of the foregoing amount shall be available for 


administrative expenses.” 


Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1958 


Appropriated, 1958 
Supplemental estimate, 1958 


Provided, 


15, 000, 000 


Disaster relief, Executive Office of the President—summary of programs 





PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 


1. Administration -- ~~ --_--- : ; 
2. Grants to disaster affected areas- -- 


Total... eee 
FINANCING 


Unobligated balance brought forward__-_--__- 
Unobligated balance carried forward__- 


es ieatingoantnccuicaywnnane 
PROGRAM BY OBJECT CLASS 


Total number of permanent positions- 
Average number of all employees. - ----- 
Average salary -- 


01 Personal services.............-.--.-.- 

02° Pravelzi4.£.2.-.:- cL Seis tomadeed 
03 Transportation of things_......--- 

04 Communication services Ss 

05 Rents and utility services... -_-_-- 

06 Printing and reproduction -.----_---- 

07 Other contractual services 


Services performed by other agencies--.- 


08 Supplies and equipment _-- 
09 Equipment- 


11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions ---_---- 


Contribution to retirement fund __---- 
12 Pensions, annuities, and insurance claims_- 
15 Taxes and assessments-----...---- . 


Total___ = ‘ wed 
Unobligated balance brought forward __- 
Unobligated balance carried forward _- 


151 | 
15, 016, 372 
15, 431, 523 
22, 774, 372 


$383, 952 
15, 268, 342 


$509, 300 
32, 491, 000 


15, 652, 294 


—9, 705, 895 | —22, 774, 372 


13, 122, 078 


33, 000, 000 


—13, 122, 378 
5, 122, 078 





28, 500, 000 | 


35 | 
46 | 


74, 761 
2, 544 
58, 400 
1,377 
25 


9, 026 
1, 156 | 
15, 016, 372 





9, 705, 895 
774, 372 | 


6, 000, 000 


n,i01 
4, 224, |. 


58, 342 


952, 294 
, 872 


2,078 


ast 
492 | 
, 578 | 


1 25, 000, 000 


eee 
S25S8ks 


| 5,122,078 





Se 


DOP UT ONIN 50 cinacne nies sanre — ee 





28, 500, 000 j 00 | 1 25, 000, 000 


i 


1 Includes $10,000,000 appropriated in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1958 . 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Disaster relief, supplemental estimate, fiscal year 1958 $15, 000, 000 


Introduction 


Under Public Law 875, 81st Congress, Federal agencies are authorized to as- 
sist State and local governments in coping with major disasters by providing 
materials, supplies, facilities, and personnel to stricken areas. By Executive 
order, the responsibility for coordinating the Federal agencies’ plans and prepara- 
tions for disasters is vested in the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, whose 
responsibilities under the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 are closely related. 


= -—& © & a & © 


ee >, — —- * ee he 
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In coordinating the Federal Government's effort in a disaster area, the Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Administrator strives to aid local governments in alleviating 
damage and suffering, in repairing essential public facilties, and, by fosterng 
such State organizations and plans as are necessary, to alleviate the effect of 
disasters. The Administrator’s aid to a State may include the repair and re- 
placement of water and sewer lines, provision for temporary housing, drainage 
of flood waters, removal of debris, emergency restoration of utilities and such 
other activities which serve to bring immediate relief to a ravaged area for the 
protection of life and property. 

The vehicle used by the Administrator to aid a disaster area is the “Disaster 
relief” appropriation, under which allocations may be made directly to the 
State in distress, or to another Federal agency as reimbursement for its expen- 
ditures in connection with the emergency rehabilitation or restoration of facili- 
ties in the State involved. Through these allocations, the Federal Government 
not only supplements the resources of the States and local governments, but also 
focuses Federal aid where it is needed most. 


Program and performance 


During recent years, the incidence of violent weather conditions reflected in 
tornadic winds, floods, and hurricanes has resulted in substantial loss of life 
and injuries as well as property damage. These disasters have affected major 
sectors of our population in widely dispersed areas and have frequently visited 
their destructive forces successively in the same areas. The ability of the States 
to perform self-rehabilitation has been greatly impaired and the economic re- 
sources of the entire country have been called upon to render assistance to many 
segments of our population. 

Beginning with 1953 and continuing to date, the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration has coordinated the disaster program efforts and there has been 
allocated $43,989,000 for the various States, territories, and insular possessions 
to assist in their rehabilitation. Specific amounts are shown below: 


1958 


Allocated 
through 
June 30, 1957 


| 
State Type of disaster 





Alaska. :- | Severe hardship._...-..-_.........-..-- $16, 000 
Arkansas -----. SFE, vrmncngbniwiney os tips 412, 000 
California... _- | F lood—erosion, fire__ ee as 2 10, 213, 000 
Colorado. - t Flood, torn: I ain A ee 204, 000 
Connecticut. _-- Flood, hurricane. a 832, 000 
Florida... - .| Flood. SC eamanatiaeteh dee ccmaeeeE 372, 000 
Georgia... _.| Tornado- . 213, 000 
CIEL 5k Vie chp eu gn dens Volcano—tidal wave. ..............-.------- 140, 000 
Idaho - - Fe oc ganionan aah aeeneresns i. 618, 000 
RSL i ae. t capac do... wick nbs 127, 000 
Ree? } Float teimbae sco ink —ccalinsath 239, 000 
Kansas. __...- ee eT | Tornado.......-------- i aie 295, 000 
Kentueky--...-- [> FNNEY etlnss seat othaidhtte dire Snictich«tehie baa bata eae | 1, 525, 000 
Louisiina.._- | Flood, hurricane... 869, 000 
Maine_: .| Hurricane_.-.-.-.-- Sedat 1, 023, 000 
Massachusetts... Tornado, hurricane, flood... > | 3, 458, 000 
Michigan__- Torn: ido. SS be Atma eg 309, 000 
Mississippi _-- na DPccicd dow sabi eee fli dd Mdndesedilialy | 118, 000 
Missouri. __. : is. Gi Rbieddeccs id 2, 060, 000 
Montana_. BR hao ad ccathlin oie Mi ketal kta elatee } 312, 000 
Nevada. Quake, flood. -.------ a 3 706, 000 
New Hampshire. 5) Pemeee Mile.262 622. 22 Se 153, 000 
New Jersey. ..| Hurricane, EE ET seuhepilion 3, 000 
New Mexico___- | Flood. -___- aeeaeens 129, 000 
New York......_-- ..| Hurricane, flood.....-_-. isha 174, 000 
North Carolina-.- | Hurrieane- fad 4, 733, 000 
ae eee ‘ DNR 6s: sibs 5 Withtecd tin chictig na Gaede 4beininlien enter 1, 288, 000 
Oklahoma_ Flood, Sng epee Dae Mae ot Alea 1, 295, 000 
Oregon - | Flood. sskighanalinnin diaipires i oslk died ansaibandacaneamniene 1, 823, 000 
Pennsylvania___- do.... : 857, 000 
Puerto Rico- Hurricane. . | 3, 605, 000 
Rhode Island Hurricane, flood__-.-- 5 1, 675, 000 
South Carolina PT sed os wieechutsss 6 occa uciehnn wenewa 1, 023, 000 
South Dakota_ | Flood. Gana 34, 000 

exas..... Tornado, flood__-------- FY 1, 960, 000 
Virginia_ Flood. | 309, 000 
Ww ashington_ Gkice 567, 000 
West Virginia. ee... 266, 000 
Other. ___- Hurricanes. a 34, 000 

Mie cline sins nn-nidheasea 





43, 989, ‘000 
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In addition to the above, $36,507,200 has been allocated to Federal agencies 
such as the Corps of Wngineers, Department of Agriculture, and the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency for their direct assistance to disaster areas, 

More recently, tornadoes and floods in many of our States have placed a 
heavy drain on the amounts available for allocation to States and local goy- 
ernments. At one point in June 1957, the allocations from the disaster appropri- 
ations reduced the balance of the President’s disaster fund to $76,000. This 
amount would not have been sufficient to cope with a disaster of any magnitude, 

As a result of the low status of the fund, the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istration moved to secure the return of available unobligated balances allocated 
to other Federal agencies and postponed full allocations for major disasters 
wherever possible. In at least three States, interim allocations were granted 
until funds could be returned from Federal agencies. Due to these actions, an 
amount was accumulated as a reserve at the end of fiscal year 1957 for immedi- 
ate needs. In addition, almost all of the $9.9 million advanced to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture was returned before the end of fiscal year 1957. 

In total, a balance of $13.1 million was available for disaster relief at the 
beginning of fiscal year 1958 to cover not only the requirements carried over from 
fiscal year 1957, but also to offset a portion of the fiscal year 1958 requirement, 
Specifically the status of the fund at the beginning of the fiscal year 1958 was 
as follows: 


Brought forward unobligated from fiscal year 1957 $13, 122, O75 
Requirements carried over from fiscal year 1957 : 

Arkansas 

Corps of Engineers (flood) 

Idaho (flood) 

Illinois 

Minnesota (flood) 

Missouri (tornado-flood) 

North Carolina (hurricane) 

North Dakota (tornado) 

Texas (flood-hurricane) 

Louisiana (flood-hurricane) 

8, 346, 893 


Balance unencumbered beginning fiscal year 1958 4, 775, 185 


In the administration of the disaster relief program, the experience gained by 
this agency strongly indicates that this balance plus the regular appropriation of 
$10 million contained in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1958 will 
not be adequate to cope wtih disasters over the course of the current year. For 
this reason, a supplemental request of $15 million is submitted to provide for the 
anticipated costs of disaster relief. 

Costs for the fiscal year 1958 (which also embrace the requirements carried 
over from fiscal year 1957) are presently estimated at $33 million. While these 
costs are necessarily problematical they represent the considered judgment of 
this agency. The recurrence of hurricanes similar to the recent hurricane Audrey 
which spread devastation in Louisiana, Texas, and other areas would greatly 
increase this estimated figure of $33 million. 

Administrative costs of the disaster relief program will necessarily increase 
due to the high incidence of disasters. As a consequence, it is necessary to bring 
to full capacity the staff charged with the administration of this program. The 
use of temporary employees will also be expanded when circumstances indicated 
such a need. 

To illustrate the scope of the program which FCDA personnel coordinate, the 
table below has been prepared showing net allocations to States this fiscal year 
by this agency: 
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j 
Type of disaster | Allocation 


crenata _ —___— ee SSS — 


Arkansas... --_- he ae ft MEE = oie ans eeaaes ‘ $412, 000 
California sciiusscwecdasrencesstusan abana ae si 103, 000 
Connecticut... .............................-| Flood-hurricane —334, 000 
Florida ‘ : . 117, 000 
Hawaii---- = ‘ | Tidal wave 5 een | 62. 000 
Idaho Si ea | Flood : ate dala | 412, 000 
Kentucky ees ee : 1, 525, 000 
Louisiana Hurricane-fiood - SL SE 474, 000 
Maine .---- és | Hurricane __- | 3. 000 
Massac husetts...._____- | Tornado-flood- ‘hurricane | —612, 000 
Missouri-_...-.._- : 2, 060, 000 
Nevada one 7 és . ; | 31, 000 
New York 7 wise | — 27, 000 
North Carolina. ......._- | — 100, 000 
Ohio sdb acapinciiad g 1, 287, 000 
Oklahoma . 1, 030, 000 
Oregon ....- aie Be coal aed aonliahiiiaaie 439, 000 
Pennsylvania_ : : ie i ates. Li — 200, 000 
Puerto Rico st-Lmbabes Hurricane 3, 605, 000 
Rhode Island ‘ ; | Flood b tee 46, 000 
Various States_.......-- — 2, 871, 000 
WEIS Sa cceceneses i i eos) i auioneite 309, 000 
Texas Sci eoaahlane a | 1, 030, 000 
Washington tn ade aeedaceaie bead = 000 
West Virginia : a ecaate 


Total 





GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. We will be glad to hear from the Deputy Ad- 
ministrator, Mr. Berry. 

Mr. Berry. All right, sir. Would you like to have the contents of 
this statement, or would you prefer to put it in the record ? 

Chairman Haypen. Put it in the record and highlight it. 

Mr, Berry. All right, sir. I thought perhaps you would prefer 
that. I do that. 

As you are aware, the request that we are making here this morning 
is for further funds for the President’s disaster relief fund ; $10,000,- 
000 was put in this fund in the 1958 appropriation. It was ’ expected, 
as We went into 1958, that we would probably have 10 or 12 million 
going over from the fund in fiscal 1957, but then starting in April the 
disaster started to snowball on us somewhat, and we found ourselves 
spending $2 million in May in the Texas and Oklahoma funds, and 
another $2 million in June in the Missouri tornadoes and the Arkansas 
and. Louisiana floods, and during July there were either in process or 
had been allocated, requests totaling $4.2 million. 

And at one time in June we were down to an unallocated balance of 
$6,000, and that was rather close, and it was at that time that it was 
decided that we probably should ask for some supplemental funds to 
increase the amount of the fund, since, according to the way that the 
fund is operated, if the disasters do not occur it will stay there, and 
if they do occur you need them right now. 

It was indicated that it was possible, if the disasters kept coming at 
the rate they were then, we might find ourselves with Congress out of 
session and very short of funds in this particular fund. 

Chairman Haypen. Well, let us hope that there are no more hurri- 
canes out of the Atlantic between now and the time the hurricane 
season is over. 

Mr. Berry. That is right. Because that was a scare the other day 
when it looked as though Bertha might go through the area that had 


93207—57 45 
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been hit by a through Cameron and the eastern Texas area, 
But as it happened, it blew itself out with very little damage. We 
do not anticipate there will be any requests as the result of Bertha. 
But the season is yet young. 


TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED 


‘The amount we are requesting here is $15 million, and this actnall 
will bring the fund to a total of $38 million, 8 of which will probably 
be spent in disasters which have already been declared. And if the 
present rate of spending, as it now appears, continues, we will prob- 
ably use approximately 33 of it. Certainly the amount that you need 
in a fund hike this is so much a matter of judgment it is rather diffi- 
cult to tell exactly what to do, but our experience in the last few 
months would indicate that it would be desirable to raise it to this 
amount to make sure that we will be able to operate. 

Chairman Haypen. The House has allowed it ? 

Mr. Berry. The House has allowed it, yes, sir. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. We will accept your statement for the record, 
and we thank you for your appearance. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Lewis E. Berry, Deputy ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATION, ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR DISASTER RELIEF 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is a privilege to appear before you today in 
support of the supplemental appropriation request for $15 million to be placed 
in the President’s disaster relief fund. As you know, these funds are appropri- 
ated to the President, for allocation by him upon the declaration of a major 
disaster. The funds are used to defray the cost of assistance to State and local 
governments in combating and overcoming the effects of a major disaster. 

Under the Disaster Relief Act (Public Law 875, 81st Cong., as amended), the 
Congress provided a plan for orderly and continuing Federal assistance to State 
and local governments, to alleviate suffering and damage and to assist the State 
and local governments in the restoration of essential community services. 

The President, by Executive order, has placed the direction, coordination, and 
administration of the disaster relief efforts of the Federal Government in the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator. A primary reason for this designation is 
that the direction of disaster relief activities provides an excellent training de- 
vice for the emergency activities of the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

When we appeared before this committee in April of this year, it was antici- 
pated that the $10 million in new money, which was being requested for disaster 
relief, would be adequate for the full fiscal year of 1958. At that time it was 
expected that at least $10 million to $12 million would be carried over, unencum- 
bered, from 1957 funds. Unfortunately, in the months since April, the needs of 
the States for funds were greatly accelerated and have considerably reduced the 
amounts available to meet disasters of major magnitude in fiscal year 1958. Spe- 
cifically, during the month of May, $2 million was allocated for the Texas and 
Oklahoma floods; in June approximately $2 million was allocated for the Missouri 
tornadoes and the Arkansas and Louisiana floods; during July there were either 
in-process or had been allocated requests totaling $4.2 million. Further, substan- 
tial additional amounts will be required to cover requests currently being received 
im connection with these disasters. 

During the last year, the President’s disaster relief fund was reduced to a dan- 
gerously low level. In June the available balance remaining was only $76,000. Of 
—— this amount was completely inadequate to cope with even a relatively small 

isaster. 

Against this availability of $76,000, the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
had pending requests in the amount of $1,800,000 which, had funds been available. 
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we would have recommended to the President for allocation, As a matter of fact, 
temporary interim allocations had to be made to States during the close of fiscal 
year 1957 because of the near exhaustion of the fund, If we had not been able 
to withhold the reimbursement of funds to certain other Federal depa rtments and 
agencies and to hold over the requests until the appropriation then before this 
committee had been acted upon, or if this had occurred when the Congress was 
not in session, the Federal disaster relief operations would have come to a stand- 
Ore approval of this supplemental request will bring the balance of the 
president’s disaster fund to approximately $38 million. A substantial amount of 
this sum, a little over $8 million, will be needed to cover the anticipated expenses 
necessary to cover disasters already declared. Against this total amount avail- 
able for obligation, the Federal Civil Defense Administration estimates approxi- 
mately $33 million will be required for the conduct of this program in the com- 
ing fiscal year. Such expenditures would maintain a reserve of about $5 million 
to cover the contingency of a possible substantial increase in State needs such 
as was experienced during recent weeks as a result of Hurricane Audrey. 

These estimates of anticipated costs are necessarily a matter of judgment and 
are based upon our experience table of the rising incidence of major disasters of 
the variety of Hurricane Audrey, the California floods of late 1955, and the New 
England floods and hurricanes of autumn 1954 and 1955. 

We might take one major disaster for example. The Northeast floods in 
August 1955, for instance, which became known as Operation Noah, serves as an 
excellent illustration. Many Federal and State organizations participated in al- 
leviating the damage and hardship caused by this torrential downpour. The total 
expenditures from all sources will never be known, but available statistics reveal 
that direct disaster assistance rendered from the President’s disaster fund and 
supplemented with funds available to the Corps of Engineers amounted to almost 
$41 million. In addition, other Federal agencies incurred substantial costs. 

It is obvious that in order to assure the swift and immediate furnishing of 
Federal assistance for disaster relief, the President should have funds immedi- 
ately available, in an adequate amount, to meet the cost of such assistance. 

Based upon our experience as the President’s director and coordinator of all 
Feceral disaster relief, it is our carefully considered judgment that an addi- 
tional $15 million will be required during fiscal year 1958 in order to assure 
that the President's disaster relief fund is not again diminished to the dangerous 
levels which were reached during the last 2 months. 

I want to thank the chairman and the committee members for this opportunity 
to appear before you in support of this request for an appropriation to supple- 
ment the President’s disaster relief fund. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
HospiraL Facinirres ror Districr or CoLtumBria 


STATEMENTS OF REV. T. BYRON COLLINS, S. J.. GEORGETOWN UNI- 
VERSITY, WASHINGTON, D. C., AND MAJ. GEN. ALBERT W. 
KENNER, MEDICAL DIRECTOR, COLUMBIA HOSPITAL FOR WOMEN 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Pastore desires to present an item in- 
volving additional funds in the amount of $290,000 for the grant pro- 
gram on hospital facilities for the District of Columbia; is that 
correct ¢ 

Senator Pastore. That is correct. Congressman Rooney, of New 
York, called me on the telephone yesterday. I suppose that he was 
under the impression that this came under the District Subcommittee. 
I think in fact it comes under Independent Offices. It is GSA. 

Father Collins apparently visited Congressman Rooney yesterday 
and explained to Mr. Rooney this situation that the Georgetown 
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Hospital and Columbia Hospital find themselves in. I brought them 
in and introduced them to Mr. Cooper, and we both decided that it 
might be a good idea for that to be presented here. 

I think you ought to hear it directly from Father Collins, because 
then you get it first hand and get it on an authoritative basis. 

Father Cotirs. I am Father Collins from Geor getown University 
Hospital, and this is General Kenner from Columbia. Both of us are 
asking for additional funds under the “Hospital facilities in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia.” The funds have been authorized but not appropri- 
ated. Of the amount authorized, we are asking for a total of $290,000, 
or $145,000 each. 

CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILDINGS 

The reason for the late request is that we both just received bids on 
jobs to construct new buildings and renovate, and we are both short just 
about $145,000. We need the: money in order to start the work. 

Bids were received on August 7. Since that time we have applied 
through General Services Administration and asked for additional 
funds, 

The funds, we were told, were authorized but not appropriated. We 
submitted a petition to them, and it was presented to the Bureau of 
the Budget, and the Bureau of the Budget informed me yesterday 
that at such a late hour they would not be able to introduce it. 

So I contacted Congresman Rooney and presented my petition to 
him, saying that we only have 45 days in which to accept the bid, both 
bids, and, if we do not, the opinion of General Services and ourselves 
is that it will cost us considerably more money at a later date. 

Chairman Haypen. That is the rule all over the United States; that 
if you can get a good bid you ought to accept it, because the cost of 
labor and the cost of materials are rising all the time. 

Senator Pasrore. Are you satisfied w vith the bid, Father ? 

Father Cotiins. Both of us are. We both have very good bids. 

Senator Know.anp. Do you have a copy, Father, of the letter you 
wrote to the General Services Administration ? 

Father Cotuiins. Yes, Senator. This is a report. 

Senator KNowtanp. I think this might go in the record. 

Chairman Haypen. Very well. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

Avcust 9, 1957. 
Hon. F, Moran McConrHE, 


Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, 
General Services Administration, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. CoMMISSIONER: This letter is in reference to the original applica- 
tion of the board of directors, Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-In 
Asylum, Washington, D. C., for assistance under the District of Columbia grant- 
in-aid hospital program, authorized by the act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat, 896), 
as amended. 

Preliminary estimates revealed that the amount of $1,427,000 would fully 
cover the costs of construction and alterations, the architect and engineers’ fees, 
and costs of groups I and II hospital equipment. The request for grant-in-aid 
funds in the amount of $713,500 was then made and approved. 

In September 1956, the hospital advertised for bids; the lowest bid received 
was $2,130,084. In view of the fact that this amount exceeded the funds avail- 
able under the grant-in-aid hospital program, the board of directors rejected all 
bids. 

The board, fully aware of the fact that the present hospital building was over 
40 years of age and did not meet with even the minimal requirements of the 
District of Columbia Department of Health codes, did, with the advice and con- 
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currence of Public Buildings Service (supervising engineer’s office), cause to be 
prepared, at additional architectural cost, a revised construction and alterations 
plan which would permit the hospital to accomplish such work as was within 
the amount of money available under the grant-in-aid hospital program and the 
hospital’s “‘matching” funds ($1,427,000). 

On August 6, 1957, bids were opened for the revised project and on study re- 
vealed that the lowest bid for the base bid (new wing) and alternates Nos. 1 and 
2, which is considered to be the minimal new construction and alterations re- 
quirements to enable the hospital to meet with the code requirements of the 
District of Columbia, was $1,841,000. This amount, therefore, exceeds the funds 
available in the amount of $414,000. The board of directors have decided, in 
the interest of the patients, its medical staff, and the community, to proceed with 
the minimal construction as outlined above, that the remainder of the work would 
be held in abeyance at this time and undertaken at a later date when supple- 
mental funds under the grant-in-aid hospital program were available. 

We have been informed that, while the amount available for the grant-in-aid 
hospital program is presently limited to $13,010,000, there is still available from 
the authorized amount of $35 million as increased by the act of June 29, 1957 
(Public Law 73, 85th Cong.), to $36,710,000. It is understood that of this amount 
$210,000 has been requested by the Hospital Center as a supplemental appropri- 
ation, leaving the amount of $290,000 authorized but unappropriated. It is our 
further understanding that Georgetown College is also in need of additional 
funds in the amount of $145,000 to enable them to begin work on their project. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that the grant to the Columbia Hospital 
for Women and Lying-In Asylum be increased in the amount of $145,000, and 
that an estimate for appropriation to accomplish this object be submitted to this 
Congress, if it is at all possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. KENNER, M. D., 
Secretary, Board of Directors, Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying- 
In Asylum, 


Father Coiiins. This is a report with the appropriation language 
prepared for amending the hospital facilities in the District of Co- 
lumbia, with the proper appropriation language increasing the appro- 
priation by $290,000. 

Senator Pasrore. And, as I understand it, Father, unless this is 
done now, it will eventually have to be done anyway, at a cost pos- 
sibly where the construction cost might be higher. 

Father Co.irys. We both estimate if we do not receive the money 
now we could come back and ask again. And the estimated increased 
cost would be conservatively about $100,000 apiece. The sums on the 
bids are rather considerable. Georgetown’s alone is about $2,448,000. 
We are short $145,000 out of that amount of money in order to proceed, 

Senator KNowLanp. What will this be? A new wing? 


DIAGNOSTIC CLINIC FOR GEORGETOWN 


Father Cotiins. For Georgetown; yes. It is a separate diagnostic 
clinic immediately to the south of the existing hospital. We have been 
working on it for about 3 years in planning and fund raising. 

Chairman Haypen. And what is to be done at the other institution ? 

General Kenner. The other institution, sir, contemplates the con- 
struction of a new wing, which would include the beds available to 
meet our present requirements. Actually, I would like to mention 
that my hospital was owned by the Federal Government up until 
1952, and the Federal Government did not contribute anything to the 
support of the hospital. So, when it was taken over by the board 
of directors, they took over a building then 35 years old, which was 
not in a proper condition. We cannot meet the requirements of the 
public health of the District, the Health Department, without this 
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additional construction, and they have given us a period of time in 
which to meet the requirements. So, it 1s essential that this be done, 
If we do not, we will not be able to meet the needs of the people of the 
District. This is a specialized hospital, a women’s hospital. It was 
established in 1866 by the Federal Government, by the Congress. 

Senator Pasrorr. What does the $145,000 do for you, General ? 

General Kenner. It permits the completion of three stages, which 
will meet the requirements of the District Health Department. 

Senator Pasrore. And, without this $145,000, you might have to 
forsake this stage ? 

General Kenner. Yes; without this $145,000 we are stymied. 

Chairman Hayven. We have two representatives here from the 
General Services Administration, the Comptroller and the Deputy 
Commissioner of Public Buildings Service. 

(The report referred to follows :) 


CENTRAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION, 1958, “HOSPITAL FACILITIES IN 
THE DistTrict oF CoLUMBIA, 1958” 


APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE 


“Hospital facilities in the District of Columbia: For an additional amount for 
erpenses necessary in carrying out the provisions of the Act of August 7, 1946 
(60 Stat. 896), as amended, authorizing the establishment of a hospital center 
in. the District of Columbia, including grants to private agencies for hospital 
facilities in said District, $290,000, to remain available until expended:  Pro- 
vided, That the limitation under this head in the Act of July 15, 1952 (66 Stat. 
644), a3 amended, on the total amount to be provided for completion of grant 
projects, is increased from $13,010,000 to $13,300,000.” 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896), as amended, authorized the sum of 
$36,710,000 to be appropriated at such times and in such amounts as the Con- 
gress shall determine, for the establishment in the District of Columbia of a 
modern, adequate, and efficient hospital center and for the making of grants for 
hospital facilities to private agencies in the District of Columbia. 

Appropriations totaling $36,210,000 have been made to date for this program 
(including $19,500,000 for liquidation of contract authority), leaving an unap- 
propriated authorization of $500,000 available for completion of authorized 
projects. 

This estimate proposes an increase of $290,000 for additional facilities at two 
of the hospitals participating in the grant program. Following is a summary 
of cash provided and additional requirements for the two phases of the hospital 
program : 


Appropria- Appropria- Additional 
tions prior tion, 1958 | requirements 
to 1958 


1. Construction of hospital center: 
Cash__--- | $2, 200, 000 $1, 500, 000 | 
Liquidation of contract authorizs ition. 19, 500, 000 0 

2. Grants (cash) - - | 13,010, 000 | 0 | 


Total__- | 34,710,000 | 1, 500, 000 | 


Grand total oe . | 36, 500, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 


Bids have been received for construction work at two hospitals participating 
in the grants-in-aid program, namely, Georgetown University Hospital and 
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Columbia Hospital. However, due to substantial increases in construction costs 
over the past several years contracts for this work cannot pe awarded within 
the amounts available for the respective projects. Neither of the two institutions 
will be able to accomplish all of the work planned and approved by GSA as 
peing eligible for grants-in-aid funds without an increase in the Federal grant. 

Applications have been made by the institutions for an increase of $145,000 
each in the grant allocation as set forth in letters dated August 9, 1947 (exhibits 
Aand B). 

A brief description of the two projects follows: 


Georgetown University Hospital 


The project estimates used in preparing the present grant of $1,575,000 are as 
follows : 


| George- Proposed George- | George- 

| Estimated | Burton town Public town town 
cost id matching | Law 221 matching | funds not 
funds aid | funds | matched 


Nurses dormitory | $1, 720, 000 $314, 138 
Medical-dental building - -- 1, 192, 000 | 
Electric | 38, 000 
Food service 45,000 | 
Water. } 13, 500 | 
Diagnostic building * 2, 340, 000 | 
Remodeling. . -- 388, 500 |-- 
| 
' 
| 


625,000 | 625, 000 
oe 
Total. 5, 737, 000 


090,138 | 1,288,276 | 1, 575, 000. ~ 1,575, 000 


! This item is for nurses dormitory chapel and is not eligible for grant allocation. 

? This item is for work contemplated at the center, to be paid for by Georgetown Hospital, but which is 
not being used for matching funds at this time. 

3 Diagnostic building, detailed estimate: 


Construction - - -- oS a8 r wovwtbnbibgdibetiies - a 
Equipment . amieg vulpes 112, 940 
Architect’s fees, ete ? ‘ ‘a i lian ceased ine trict ace ermal 


see nc anne dn dah eels de nncwng ses Hébenstunnudeeneseammnebendaemameasnn ans -- 2,340,000 


The low bid received on August 7 for the dinette building is $2,448,000, or 
$390,000 in excess of the estimated cost. This difference forms the basis for 
the present application for an increase of $145,000 in the allocation. Bids for 
the medical-dental building are scheduled for opening in September. 

The present grant allocation is $1,575,000; additional funds requested, $145,- 
000; total amount required, $1,720,000. 


Columbia Hospital 


The project estimates used in preparing the present grant of $713,500 are as 
follows : 


Construction contracts 
Equipment, group I 
Equipment, group IT 
Architects’ fees, etc 


Total 1, 427, 000 


Bids were opened September 18, 1956, the low bid being $2,008,084. The low 
bidder immediately claimed that he had erroneously omitted from his bid an 
item having a value of $122,000. All bids were rejected due to insufficient funds. 

A review of the original estimate indicated that the difference between the 
original estimated cost and the low bid was due to (a@) an unrealistic estimate 
(made by the hospital consultant), (0) an increase in original scope of work, 
such as air-conditioning and additional toilet rooms, and (e) increase cost indices. 

With GSA approval, the hospital divided the work into seven stages with the 
view of modifying the program to suit available funds. Arrangements were 
made accordingly with the architect to revise bid documents and readvertise. 
The low bid received August 6, 1957, after readvertising, was as follows: 
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Base bid 
Alternate 
Alternate ! 
Alternate 
Alternate 
Alternate 
Alternate 


Total project costs on the basis of base bid plus alternates Nos. 1 and 2, wil) 
approximate the following: 


Construction rine nai gp isp Sasi oes sles ls pcs cease paar ee red ek 
FErCmeeeee Cee ne OSS, BOT See ee. Serpe ek 25 110, 694 
75, 000 
18, 000 


Total 


This revised project cost of $2,044,694 forms the basis for the present applica- 
tion for an increase of $145,000 in the allocation. 

The present grant allocation is $713,500; additional funds requested, $145,000; 
total amount required, $858,500. 


Status of grant-in-aid program 


Following is a list of eligible private agencies participating in the grant-in-aid 
program and the estimated total grant allocations. 


Amount | Additional 
Project allocated amount 
required 


Childrens Hospital $675, 913 |___- oi $675, 913 
Providence Hospital , 097, 040 |___- . 4, 097, 040 
Casualty Hospital , 306, 000 , 300, 000 
Sibley Memorial Hospital_ ssi katie | , 319, 540 ms , 319, 540 
Georgetown University Hospital__- , 575, 000 $145, 000 , 720, 000 
Columbia Hospital - oeapein . | 713, 500 145, 000 858, 500 
Administration - : SA edleted 329, 007 329, 007 


Petal; — ci j_ oss phn tana since Sti bandos — dahl 3, 010,000 290, 000 13, 300, 000 


Early consideration of this supplemental estimate of $290,000 is requested in 
order that the pending low bids for the construction work at the two partici- 
pating hospitals may be accepted. 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


STATEMENTS OF MAX MEDLEY, COMPTROLLER, AND FRED S. POOR- 
MAN, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE 


TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED 


Mr. Mepixy. My name is Max Medley, Comptroller, General Serv- 
ices Administration. This is Mr. Poorman, the Deputy Commissioner 
of the Public Buildings Services. 

We have submitted the estimate for $290,000 to the Bureau of the 
Budget, and they have it under consideration. 

Mr. Poorman can answer any questions the committee may have 
with respect to the construction aspects of the job. 

Senator Knowx.anp. Do you believe the additions are desirable and 
necessary ¢ 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Knowtanp. Considering the hospital situation in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia ? 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 711 


Chairman Haypen. And what have you to say about it, Mr. Poor- 
man / 

Mr. Poorman. Mr. Chairman, Father Collins has outlined the sit- 
uation, I think, very adequately. As he mentioned, these bids were 
received only within the past couple of weeks, and they approached 
us on Friday of last week and called the matter to our attention. I 
think since the bids were received on around the seventh there was 
yery prompt action. 

heir bidding experience, as you pointed out, is common in the pres- 
ent market. They received considerable competition. The hospital 
and their architects are of the opinion that these are good bids. We 
have not examined them to that detail. And certainly we are in a 
rising market, and it would appear advantageous to take advantage 
of these bids. The work is within the intended scope of the agree- 


ments, and in each instance our participation is within that permitted 
by the law. 


PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO BUDGET BUREAU 


Chairman Haypen. Have you the text of the proposal that you sub- 
mitted to the Budget ? 

Mr. Poorman. Mr. Medley? 

Mr. Mepiey. Yes. We have suggested appropriation language. 

Chairman Haypen. I think we will accept that for the record. 

Mr. Mepuey. All right, sir. 


(The document referred to follows:) 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION, 1958, “HospiTaAL FACILITIES IN 
THE DIstRICcT OF COLUMBIA, 1958” 


APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE 


“Hospital facilities in the District of Columbia: For an additional amount for 
expenses necessary in carrying out the provisions of the act of August 7, 1946 
(60 Stat. 896), as amended, authorizing the establishment of a hospital center 
in the District of Columbia, including grants to private agencies for hospital 
facilities in said District, $290,000, to remain available until erpended: Provided 
That the limitation under this head in the act of July 15, 1952 (66 Stat. 644), 
as amended, on the total amount to be provided for completion of grant projects, 
is increased from $13,010,000 to $13,300,000.” 


GENERAL PROVISION 


STATEMENTS OF L. L. DUNKLE, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL BUYING, 
C. W. GASQUE, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, AND J. E. WELCH, ASSOCIATE GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


LIMITATION ON AUTOMOBILES 


Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

The next item is a supplemental request in House Document No. 
198 for an amendment to the general provision limiting the amount to 
be paid for cars, so as to allow for special features for police-type 
activities, which provision was omitted by the House. 

Who is going to testify in regard to that ¢ 
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Mr. Meptey. Mr. Dunkle, who is Director of the National Buyin 
Division for GSA, as well as Mr. Gasque, our Assistant Counsel, and 
Mr. Welch, the Associate Counsel for the General Accounting Office, 
are here to give testimony. 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypen. We will place the justification and the budget 
estimate in the record. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE IN Houskt DoouMENT No. 198 
GENERAL PROVISION 


“Section 201 of the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1958, is 
amended by adding the following proviso at the end of the section: ‘: Provided, 
That such marimum amounts may be exceeded by the net extra cost of any special 
features or auviliary equipment required to render the vehicle suitable and safe 
for carrying out investigative, law enforcement, or intelligence activities, of a 
surveillance or police-type nature, in accordance with standards prescribed by 
the Administrator of General Services, upon certification by the head of the agency 
concerned that such special features or auviliary equipment are essential for the 
proper performance of such activities’.” 

This proposed provision is to permit the purchase of cars with special features 
for police-type activities, the cost of which exceeds the limitation established in 
the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1958, for the purchase of 
passenger motor vehicles. Heavy duty batteries, springs, shock absorbers, genera- 
tors, and alternator rectifiers cannot be purchased with vehicles under the cur- 
rent limitation although they may be required to render the vehicle suitable or 
safe for police-type work. Prior to an April 19, 1957, decision of the Comptroller 
General, the extra costs of such equipment had been construed to be outside 
the limitation. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, 1958, GENERAL PROVISIONS, GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
MATTERS 


APPROPRIATION LANGUAGE 


Section 201 of the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1958, is 
amended by adding the following proviso at the end of the section: ‘; Provided, 
That such maximum amounts may be erceeded by the net extra cost of any 
special features or auxiliary equipment required to render the vehicle suitable 
and safe for carrying out investigative, law enforcement, or intelligence activities, 
of a surveillance or police-type nature, in. accordance with standards prescribed 
by the Administrator of Gencral Services, upon certification by the head of the 
agency concerned that such special features or auwiliary equipment are essential 


, 


for the proper performance of such activities’. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


“This proposed provision is to permit the purchase of cars with special 
features for police-type activities, the cost of which exceeds the limitation 
established in the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1958, for the 
purchase of passenger motor vehicles. Heavy duty batteries, springs, shock 
absorbers, generators, and alternator rectifiers cannot be purchased with vehicles 
under the current limitation although they may be required to render the 
vehicle suitable or safe for police-type work. Prior to an April 19, 1957, decision 
of the Comptroller General. the extra costs of such equipment had been construed 
to be outside the limitation.” (From the President's transmittal message, H. Doe. 
198.) 

In a letter of April 19, 1957, the Acting Comptroller General upset histdrical 
practices followed since 1938 under our understanding of Comptroller General's 
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decisions (18 C. G. 120, et al.) whereby the extra costs of certain special features 
necessary on vehicles to carry out surveillance or police-type activities were ex- 
eluded from the price limitations established annually in appropriation acts pur- 
suant to the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 78). 

This action was taken soon after House hearings on the general Government 
matters appropriation bill at which GSA testified, in response to a specific ques- 
tion, “There is a Comptroller General’s decision that permits certain police-type 
activities to exclude the cost of special equipment peculiar to their mission from 
the limitation.” In the light of this testimony and the new interpretation from 
the Acting Comptroller General the matter was brought to the attention of the 
Senate subcommittee which added the following proviso as amendment 8 to H. R. 
5788 “Provided, That the cost of any special feature or equipment required for 
the use of the vehicle in carrying out investigative, law enforcement, or intel- 
ligence duties shall be in addition thereto.”” The amendment was adopted by the 
Senate but was disagreed to by the House conferees. Final action on the matter 
was explained by Mr. Hayden in addressing the Senate on May 27, 1957, (p. 6826 
of the Congressional Record) as follows: 

“Amendment No. 8 inserted language adding a proviso to section 201 which 
allowed the cost of any special feature or equipment on automobiles required 
for law enforcement and similar activities to be in addition to the ceiling fixed 
for the purchase price of such automobiles. The intention of the Senate amend- 
ment was to correct a situation occasioned by a recent ruling of the Comptroller 
General which upset a previous ruling dating back to 1938, under which such 
special equipment had been allowed beyond the price ceiling. The House, how- 
ever, considers the proviso to be too broad in scope, and prefers that more re 
stricted language be submitted as a budget estimate in regular procedure.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The revised proviso herein proposed is submitted in line with the above con- 
gressional direction and has been reworded to overcome the objection of the 
House that the exemption sought was too broad for practical control purposes by 
(1) limiting its application to surveillance and police-type activities within 
standards prescribed by the Administrator of General Services and (2) requiring 
appropriate certification by the head of the agency concerned that the special 
features or auxiliary equipment are essential to its mission. 

The proposed proviso merely clarifies application of the limitations in accord 
with long standing practices uniformly limited to surveillance and police-type 
activities in connection with which there appears no evidence of disagreement 
by the Congress. 

Vehicles suitably equipped to carry out the special missions of agencies such 
as the FBI, CIA, Alcohol Tax Unit of IRS, Customs, and United States Secret 
Service cannot be procured within the price limitations which are geared toward 
acquiring average production vehicles equipped for conventional use. 

Analysis of procurement transactions for the period July 1, 1956, through 
February 18, 1957, when the price limitation was $1,350, indicates that a total 
of 1,184 vehicles were purchased for surveillance and police-type activities. Of 
these 775 were procured for the FBI at an average cost of $1,643.16 per vehicle. 

Included among the special features provided when requested are (1) V8 
police-type engines, (2) alternators, (2) heavy-duty springs and shock absorbers, 
(4) red flasher lights, (5) sirens, etc.; not all of which are necessarily provided 
on all vehicles. Experience this year indicates that the added cost per vehicle 
ranged from about $150 to $400 above the limitation. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Dunkxie. Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a short opening 
statement with respect to this request, which I would like to read. I 
have copies for the record. 

Under an interpretation of an old Comptroller General decision 
(18 C. G, 120, et al), GSA has been purchasing for use by certain Gov- 
ernment agencies motor vehicles equipped with special so-called po- 
lice-type items without considering the cost of such accessories as being 
subject to the purchase price limitations established for passenger- 
carrying vehicles. Recently, this practice has been the subject of cor- 
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respondence with the General Accounting Office which recommended 
legislative sanction. Copies of this correspondence are available for 
the record if desired. 

Chairman Haypen. They may be included. 

(The correspondence referred to follows :) 


NATIONAL BUYING Dtvistoen, 
April 9, 1957. 
Hon. JosEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CAMPBELL: On February 18, 1957, bids were opened for a quantity 
of automobiles on invitation FN-3K—5700—A-2-18-57, among which were special 
items of automobiles for law enforcement work. Bids were invited requesting 
bidders to bid the net additional cost, per unit installed, for the following items 
of special equipment required by the specifications and to exclude same from the 
unit prices. These items varied depending on the item and the duties to be per- 
formed. Listed below are all of the items in question together with the reasons 
for their procurement. 

1. Cost of 8-cylinder engines (over and above the cost of standard 6-cylin- 
der engine). 
Only 6-cylinder engines are procured for general Government use. 

Kight-cylinder engines are required to maintain high service speeds and fast 
acceleration for the purpose of overtaking cars being pursued. No 6-cylinder 
engine can meet the service requirements of the law enforcement agencies. All 
agencies are required to justify the procurement of more powerful engines than 
the standard 6-cylinder engine. 

2. Heavy duty generator, 40 amperes. 
Heavy duty battery, 70 ampere-hour. 
Alternator-rectifier, 50 amperes. 

Heavy duty generators, batteries, and alternators of greater capacity than 
standard production are required to take care of the heavy loads of the electrical 
equipment. 

3. Heavy duty springs and shocks. 

Heavy duty springs and shocks are required to keep the vehicle stabilized 
around curves and rough roads at high speeds. These minimize sway and weave 
that standard automobiles would be subjected to. 

4. Nylon tires. 

Nylon tires are required to assure the absences of breakdown or blowouts 
during pursuit at low and high speeds, which at times would occur in passing 
through alleys, across docking areas, etc., where debris exists which would ruin 
any tire other than nylon. 

5. Heavy duty police type seats with vinyl or equal upholstery. 

Heavy duty police type seats are required in instances where severe service 
would break down a standard seat in a relatively short time. These seats have 
special heavy springs and need be covered with material other than cloth to 
withstand heavy usage. 

6. Radio noise suppression. 

Radio noise suppression is required in some broadcast and receiving radios 
to eliminate electrical interference. 

All of the above items are not purchased for regular Government use, and are 
procured only when the agencies justify their procurement as necessary to the 
performance of duty. 

These items do not add to the ease, convenience, and safety of the operators, 
except incidentally, and do not add to the appearance of the car or to its passenger- 
earrying qualities. 

Your advice is requested as to whether the above items, which are designed to 
aid the employee in law enforcement work, may be purchased over and above 
the maximum statutory limitation. 

With respect to the limitation covered by title 5, United States Code, section 
78, and various appropriation acts, including Public Law 578 of the 84th Congress, 
the exact principles covered by the various Comptroller General’s decisions cannot 
always be readily adapted for use in a specific case. The general propositions 
to be used in determining whether the cost of additional equipment properly 
belongs within the maximum limitations contained in title 5, United States Code, 
section 78, are found in 17 Comp. Gen. 640, 18 Comp. Gen, 120, 121, and 19 Comp. 
Gen. 988, 990, 24 Comp. Gen. 94, and 28 Comp. Gen. 720. 
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In 19 Comp. Gen. 990, it was mentioned that the limitation is applicable to the 
cost of all accessories required for the comfort and convenience of the passengers 
and the efficient operation of the vehicle as an ordinary passenger-carrying 
yebicle provided such accessories when in use are such as ordinarily are perma- 
nently attached to the vehicle. 

It will be observed that the “accessories” herein concerned incidentally may 
increase the comfort of the passengers and result in more efficient operation 
of the vehicles and so might be held to be within the language of the statute. 
Nevertheless, it is suggested that a more applicable criterion might be the end 
use of the proposed accessories (or special equipment taking the place of standard 
equipment). In this case, the higher priced equipment is urgently needed from 
the viewpoint of efficacious enforcement of the policing aspects of certain laws. 
Specifically, the items are needed to enable the policing agency to achieve ready 
jnterception of a vehicle violating a law, immediate communication with the 
headquarters involved, and, in the case of the tiree, ability to continue pursuit 
where a regular tire might fail due to hard knocks and cuts. These end 
uses have been fully justified by the agencies involved. If you agree that the 
standard of the end use to be achieved is one that may be adopted, together 
with a finding that a desired item is not being procured primarily for the pur- 
poses of comfort, convenience, and efficient operation of the vehicle as an ordinary 
passenger-carrying vehicle, this agency will undertake to be fully responsible for 
requiring a full justification in any such case and will continue to submit doubt- 
ful cases to you. 

Accordingly, your decision would be appreciated as to whether the particular 
items concerned in the present invitation may be purchased. In addition, your 
permitted to use in determining whether particular types of equipment could 
comments are required as to any general standards which this agency may be 
permitted to use in determining whether particular types of equipment could 
be excluded from the purchase price limitation. 

Another question arising out of the invitation concerns the language used 
by General Motors Corp. in the last paragraph of page 43 of its proposal. It 
is possible that General Motors Corp. meant such language to represent a qualifi- 
cation of its offer. In addition, based on a literal reading of the language, it 
might well be argued that a qualification does in fact exist. Nevertheless, it is 
our feeling that General Motors Corp. only intended to imply that the contract, 
in the event award was made to General Motors Corp., was only to stipulate 
that procurement of the accessories in question was begun and that the prices 
for the accessories would not be included in computing the maximum purchase 
price limitation under title 5, United States Code, section 78. Such a result is 
implicit in any GSA vehicle award where extra equipment is included. 

Advice is also requested as to whether the bid containing the above provisions 
is for consideration and whether the statement required by that provision can 
properly be made. 

A copy of the invitation and General Motors’ proposal is forwarded herewith 
for your convenience. 

An early decision is requested together with the return of the General Motors’ 
bid in order that action toward acceptance or rejection of the bid can be taken. 
Acceptance time expires April 19, 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. BE. Mack, Associate Commissioner. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., April 19, 1957. 
Mr. Cuirron E. Mack, 
Associate Commissioner, Federal Supply Service, 
General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mack: In your letter of April 9, 1957, reference FN-3, you, as an 
officer charged with contracting for the United States, request our decision 
whether the cost of automotive equipment included in an invitation for bids for 
the acquisition of motor vehicles for law-enforcement agencies may be purchased 
without regard to the statutory purchase-price limitation set out in title 5, United 
States Code, section 78 (c) (1), and Public Law 578, approved June 13, 1956 (70 
Stat. 279), and whether certain language in the bid of General Motors Corp. in 
Tesponse to the invitation represents a qualification of its offer. 





716 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


The aforesaid statutes preclude, during the current fiscal year, unless specifi- 
cully provided otherwise, the expenditure of appropriated moneys in excess of 
$1,350 for the purchase of any passenger motor vehicle completely equipped for 
operation, except station wagons, for which the maximum is $1,800, and buses 
and ambulances. 

The automotive equipment involved is stated to be needed urgently to allow 
effective enforcement of the policing aspect of certain laws, to enable interception 
of vehicles violating laws to permit immediate communication with headquarters 
and, in the case of tires, to continue pursuit where regular tires might fail because 
of hard knocks and cuts. You say that the end uses of the higher priced equip. 
ment have been fully justified by the agencies involved. Also; you say that if the 
end use is a proper standard which may be adopted in applying the limitation, to- 
gether with a finding that a desired item is not being procured primarily for the 
purpose of comfort, convenience, and efficient operation of the vehicle as an ordi- 
nary passenger-carrying vehicle, your agency will undertake to be fully responsi- 
ble for requiring a full justification in any such case. The invitation for the 
purchase of automobiles to be used for law-enforcement purposes includes eqnip- 
ment as follows: (1) 8-cylinder engines; (2) heavy-duty generators (40 amperes), 
heavy-duty batteries (70 ampere-hours), alternator-rectifiers (50 amperes) ; (3) 
heavy-duty springs and shocks; (4) nylon tires; (5) heavy-duty, police-type seats 
with vinyl or equal upholstery: and (6) radio-noise suppressors. You say tha 
the above items are not purchased for regular Government use but only when the 
agencies justify their procurement as necessary to the performance of their 
duty. You request our decision as to whether the extra cost of this superior 
equipment may be paid over and above the $1,350 limitation. 

Price limitation as to automobiles, such as are contained in the act of June 13, 
1956 (70 Stat. 279), except for variations in amounts, have been enacted for a 
long period of years. The words “completely equipped for operation” appearing 
in such statutes have been considered on numerous occasions. The price limita- 
tion uniformly has been held to include the original cost of the car as well as all 
equipment or accessories which are permanently attached to and become a part 
of the vehicle and which contribute to the comfort and convenience of the pas- 
sengers and the efficient operation of the vehicle as a passenger-carrying vehicle 
(19 Comp. Gen. 988, 990 ; 24 id. 94, 95; and 28 id. 720, 721). 

All of the equipment, except the equipment for radio-noise suppression, appear 
to be “such as ordinarily are permanently attached to, and become a part of the 
vehicle.” While they only incidentally may affect the comfort and convenience 
of the passengers, they are most certainly essential to “the efficient operation of 
the vehicle.” 

We have held that radios used in police work are not to be ineluded within 
the statutory limitation (18 Comp. Gen. 120). You report that radio noise sup- 
pression equipment is required in some broadcast and receiving radios to elimi- 
nate electrical interference. Inasmuch as this affects only the operation of the 
radio and is not related to the comfort and convenience of the passengers and 
the efficiency of the vehicle’s operation, this item can be treated as outside the 
purchase limitation, but we see no alternative to the conclusion that the extra 
cost of the other equipment must be charged against the limitation. 

The second matter of concern arises from the following language, which ap- 
pears in the bid of General Motors Corp. : 

“We are bidding on optional items of equipment as called for in the invitation, 
with the understanding that if purchased and added to the basic vehicle price 
quoted that Public Law 578 (sic), title II, section 201, will not be applicable 
to this procurement and that the contract evidencing such procurement will 
contain such a statement.” 

It is questioned whether the language just quoted represents a qualified offer. 
In that regard, your letter expresses the belief that General Motors Corp. only 
intended to imply that the contract was to stipulate that procurement of the 
accessories was legal and that the prices for them would not be included in 
computing the maximum purchase-price limitation. Your letter further states 
that such a result is implicit in any GSA vehicle award where extra equipment 
is included. 

In the circumstanees, we agree that there is no qualification of the offer in 
question, 

The General Motors Corp. bid, enclosed with your letter, is returned herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WeIrzELL, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 
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CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 


Washington, May 28, 1957. 
Mr. ©. D. Bean, 


Commissioner, Federal Supply Service, 
General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 


DeaRk Mr. Bean: Your letter dated April 29, 1957, requests reconsideration of 
our decision of April 19, 1957, B-131418 (36 Comp. Gen. ), which holds 
that the cost of certain high-powered equipment on passenger motor vehicles 
used in police work is required to be included within the statutory purchase- 
price limitation set out in title 5, United States Code, section 78 (ec) (1) and 
the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1957, Public Law 578, ap- 
proved June 13, 1956 (70 Stat. 279, 5 U. S. C. Supp. IV 78a—1). 

That decision is premised on the conclusions that the high-powered equip- 
ment ordinarily becomes a permanent part of the vehicle and is essential to the 
comfort and convenience of the passengers and the efficient operation of the ve- 
hide. However, your letter requesting reconsideration says that a 6-cylinder 
engine would operate a vehicle for almost all purposes as efficiently as an 8- 
cylinder engine. You submit, further, that the difference between the two types 
of engines is no way essential to the efficient operation of the vehicle, but is 
essential to the speedy takeoff and ability to overtake another fleeing vehicle. 
This is suggested as a justification for considering the 8-cylinder engine and 
other high-powered equipment as outside the long-established “comfort-conven- 
ience-efficient operation” rule referred to in our prior decision. 

On April 29, 1957, at a conference among representatives of the General Serv- 
ices Administration, Internal Revenue Service, Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, Department of Justice, and our Office, it was suggested that the “passenger 
motor vehicle” on which the Congress intended to impose the purchase-price 
limitation is a vehicle whose main purpose is to carry passengers from one 
place to another rather than a police vehicle whose main purpose is to pursue 
and overtake criminals and vehicles in illegal operation, just as a weapon might 
be used to restrain a criminal act. 

On May 14, 1957, at a second conference in the matter between representatives 
of the General Services Administration and our office reference was made to 
the testimony of John B. Hanson, the Director of the Motor Vehicles Division of 
the General Services Administration, at hearings before the Senate subcommit- 
tée of the Committee on Appropriations on H. R. 6499, 84th Congress, which 
became the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1956 (69 Stat. 192). 
Mr. Hanson testified on June 14, 1955, in connection with the language on the 
dollar limitation for the procurement of automobiles and station wagons. The 
cologuy on the limitation, printed on pages 9 and 10 of the Senate hearings on 
H. R. 6499, is as follows: 

“Mr. Hanson. $1,350, we think, is sufficient at this time for passenger cars, 
although as a :esult of the recent labor agreements it may be insufficient before 
the vear is over 

+ * * a * & . 

“Senator SALTONSTALL. So, you would want this bill to read $1,350 for a pas- 
senger vehicle and $1,850 for a station wagon? 

“Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

“Senator Magnuson. What about where you need a vehicle on whieh you 
put some extras, not for the purpose of putting in some comforts and conven- 
iences, but because they are needed in certain types of work; how are you going 
to get by with that limitation? 

“Mr. Hanson. If an agency has a need for a vehicle which will require that 
type of extras, that agency would justify the requirement in its budget before 
the Appropriation Committees and ask for necessary money for that type of 
vehicle. 

“Senator MAGNUSON. I am thinking of vehicles in the Forest Service, where 
they need more gear, more space. So that you do not need that amendment. That 
amendment has been sugested to me, that that should not be included; it says: 

“‘The amount charged by the contractor for the Government for the special 
feature or equipment on the vehicle which is not required for the convenience of 
the operator need not be included in said marimum amount 

“Would that language aid in any respect? 

“Mr. Hanson. That would aid particularly with respect to certain uses for 
which we have to buy cars with special equipment, such as for police work. 

“Senator Macnuson. Then it has been suggested that we incorporate in the 
report additional language has been added so as to make clear that the amount 
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so established does not include the amount of the manufacturer’s regularly 
established charge to the public for transportation and delivery of the vehicle 
or the cost of any special feature or equipment not required for the convenience 
of the passengers to carry out official duties. It might be well to put this in the 
report rather than coyer up the bill with language. 

“Mr. HANSON. Yes, sir. 

“Senator MAGNUSON. We will consider that. 

“TI have also been told by the factory representatives of 2 of the concerns that 
you mentioned, the General Motors and Ford, that they are a little afraid that 
this $1,350 would not last very long. 

“Mr. Hanson. That is what I pointed out, sir. 

“Senator MAGNUSON. Well, we will consider it. If you do need to come back, 
we are available most of the time.” 

At the second conference in our Office, the representatives of the Genera] 
Services Administration contended that Senator Magnuson’s statement con- 
cerning the suggestion that additional language be incorporated in the Senate 
report to make “clear” that the limitation does not include special equipment 
indicates that the Congress already recognized that the limitation is inapplicable 
to vehicles used for law-enforcement work and the suggestion was intended only 
for clarification purposes. At the same conference, reference also was made 
to the testimony of L. L. Dunkle, Jr., Director of National Buying, General 
Services Administration, and Mr. Hanson at hearings on general Government 
matters appropriations, 1958, before the House subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations. The colloquy at these hearings, printed on pages 101 and 
102 of the House hearings on the 1958 appropriation, is as follows: 

“Mr. ANpREWs. Are there any police agencies, such as the FBI or any other, 
that are not under this limitation today? 

“Mr. DuNKLE. They are all under this limitation. There is a Comptroller 
General’s decision that permits certain police-type activities to exclude the cost 
of special equipment peculiar to their mission from the limitation. 

“Mr. ANprews. Then the FBI, if they want an eight-cylinder automobile with 
automatic transmission, they can get it? 

“Mr. Hanson. Not if the base price, excluding radio, sirens, and specialized 
police equipment, exceeds the limitation. 

“Mr. ANprews. Does not the FBI have eight-cylinder automobiles? 

“Mr. Hanson. They have some, Right now I do not think they could get it 
in the market. 

“Mr. ANpREWS. How did they get those they have had in the past? 

“Mr. Hanson. Until last fall we had quite a bit of leeway, but when the new 
models came out the prices went up about $135. 

“Mr. DuNKLE. I have a little information on that I think will be helpful. 
We have bought cars for the FBI this year. We have paid an average of 
$1,643.16 with the additional equipment they needed and could justify, and which 
was permissible under the terms of the Comptroller General’s decision. I think 
the reference to the Comptroller General’s decision is 18th Comptroller General 
Decisions, page 120.” 

It was contended that, notwithstanding the statements in the hearings that 
8-cylinder engines cannot be purchased if the price will cause the automobile 
price to exceed the limitation. Mr. Dunkle’s statement that FBI cars had been 
purchased with additional equipment at an average price of $1,643.16 under 
authority of 18 Comptroller General 120 with no further statement or objection 
made by any member of the House committee indicates that the committee con- 
sidered 18 Comptroller General 120 applicable to purchasers of 8-cylinder en- 
gines for law-enforcement vehicles, as well as to purchases of radios and sirens 
used in police work. It was stated further that such high-powered special police 
equipment has been purchased without objection for more than 18 years and 
that all through this period 18 Comptroller General 120 was assumed to be 
authority for these purchases. 

Our view is that if an 8-cylinder engine is essential to the speedy takeoff and 
also the ability to overtake another vehicle, it is essential to the efficient opera- 
tion of the vehicle. If a 6-cylinder engine does not have adequate energy to 
produce a desired result, but an &-cylinder does have adequate power to act 
effectually and to produce a desired effect, then the 8-cylinder engine is capable 
of more efficient operation for the desired purpose than the 6-cylinder engine. 
The fact that the equipment is high powered indicates it actually is productive 
of the desired greater efficiency. Such 8-cylinder engine is no doubt an integral 
part of the car, and regardless of the purpose for which the car is used, it is a 
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ssenger motor vehicle. Also, the statute precludes, “unless otherwise specifi- 
cally provided,” the expenditure of more than $1,350 for such a vehicle completely 
equipped for operation. ; 7 , 

Regarding the contention that the Senate subcommittee, rather than intending 
to amend the purchase-price limitation, intended to make Clear that the limitation 
does not include special equipment for law-enforcement work, it is noted that the 
Senate amended H. R. 6499 so that the section relating to the statutory purchase 
limitation on passenger motor vehicles would have provided “that the amount of 
any charge by the contractor to the Government for any special feature or equip- 
ment on said vehicle that is not required for the convenience and comfort of the 
operator or passengers but is necessary to permit the operator or passengers to 
earry out their official duties need not be included in said maximum amount. 
However, when the bill was in conference this language was not approved. Also, 
the special limitation as to station wagons similarly was not enacted. The 1957 
Appropriation Act enacted a $1,800 limitation | as to station wagons but the 
Janguage which would have excepted from the limitation special features neces- 
sary to enable the operators to carry out their official duties was never enacted 
into law. ‘ = [ 

In view of the representations made in connection with the 1958 hearings to 
the House subcommittee that the FBI cannot get 8-cylinder engines if the base 
price of the equipment exceeds the limitation, we are compelled to conclude that 
the committee understood that statement according to its plain and obvious 
tenor and that the reference to 18 Comptroller General 120 was understood to 
apply to police radios, sirens, spotlights, or similar special equipment not for 
use in conmection with operation of the car as a passenger-carrying vehicle and 
adding nothing to the ease, convenience, safety, or efficiency of its operation, its 
appearance or its passenger carrying qualities. In the face of the forthright state- 
ments made to the committee it is untenable to conclude otherwise. The testi- 
mony before the Senate and House subcommittee also seems to us clearly to in- 
dicate that the Congress was given to understand that police vehicles are en- 
compassed by the statutory purchase price limitation on passenger motor ve- 
hicles, In addition, the 1956 appropriation hearings appear to indicate that the 
Congress has given consideration to the propriety of excepting certain special 
equipment from the statutory purchase price limitation but has not approved it. 
Furthermore, representations were made to Congress that if an agency required 
special equipment in certain types of work the agency would justify the require- 
ment in its budget before the Appropriations Committees and ask for necessary 
money for that type of vehicle. Therefore, we feel that any exception to the 
application of the limitation to such vehicle is a matter for the agencies requiring 
such cars to justify in their respective budgets before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees or if a general exception is to be sought as to police-type vehicles that 
matter is for presentation to the Congress rather than for us to make such a 
general exception by decision. 

However, it is equally clear that 18 Comptroller General 120 was administra- 
tively misconstrued, and a practice based upon such misconstruction is reported 
to have been followed administratively for many years. Furthermore, it has 
been reported that high-powered police equipment is needed urgently for effec- 
tive law enforcement. It has been contended further that immediate applica- 
tion of our decision will seriously hamper the entire procurement operation for 
these police-type vehicles and that giving law-enforcement officers vehicles with- 
out high-powered equipment is like giving them weapons without ammunition. 
Also, it has been suggested that the failure of the Congress to authorize the ex- 
ception in connection with that 1956 appropriation was because the amendment 
was deemed unnecessary rather than that the Congress objected to exceeding 
the limitation when police-type vehicles were purchased. Accordingly, we will 
not object to continuance of the reported practice provided the matter is promptly 
presented to Congress. However, unless the Congress excepts police-type vehicles 
from the limitation by the end of its next session, we will be required to apply 
at that time the rule laid down in our decision of April 19, 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


93207—h7 46 
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Mr. Dunkuie. Accordingly, with the approval of the Genera] Ac. 
counting Office it was considered advisable to bring the problem be- 
fore Congress and request congressional approval of legislation which 
will authorize procurement, outside of statutory limitations, of cer- 
tain police-type equipment for installation on vehicles used for law 
enforcement, Investigative, and surveillance purposes. The items up- 
der consideration are to be limited to accessories essential to the in- 
tended use of the vehicle and are not primarily intended to add to the 
ease, convenience, and safety of the operator, except incidentally, and 
are not for the purpose of adding to the appearance of the car or its 
passenger-carrying ability. If our request is approved, we plan to 
establish Federal standards which will specify the items which are 
considered as necessary aids to these special missions and which ean 
be purchased outside the statutory price limitations under certain 
conditions. 

These standards will also spell out the conditions which must be 
met by agencies to qualify under the exemption. This will be a cer- 
tificate from the head of the agency confirming that the requested 
special equipment is essential for the proper performance of law en- 
forcement or similar duties. 


PROPOSED STANDARDS 


For the committee’s information, we have prepared a sample of a 
proposed standard. Attention is especially invited to item $2.3 on 
page 1 and to the proposed criteria for special police-type equipment 
and the justification for its purchase on page 3. 

Chairman Haypen. Include the proposed standards in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


PROPOSED FEDERAL STANDARD 


AUTOMOBILES, STATION WAGONS AND LIGHT TRUCKS; STANDARD UNITS, STANDARD 
PERMISSIBLE OPTIONS, SPECTAL PERMISSIBLE OPTIONS, AND JUSTIFIABLE OPTIONS 


S1. Scope.—This Federal standard has been developed after consultation with 
staffs of the major agencies concerned, the Bureau of the Budget, and the Motor 
Equipment and National Buying Divisions of GSA. This standard limits the pro- 
curement of Government automobiles, station wagons, light trucks and carryalls 
to the smallest number of vehicle types (and appurtenances) required to ade 
quately perform the services required. These standard units have been adopted 
for use in consolidated purchases to afford suitable vehicles, procured with short- 
est delivery dates, at the lowest price obtainable. 

82. Classification—Equipment standardized hereunder is classified as Stand- 
ard Units, Standard Permissible Options, Special Permissible Options, and 
Justifiable Options. 

82.1 Standard Units——Standard Units specify in detail the vehicles and ap- 
purtenances which may be requisitioned. 

82.2 Standard Permissible Options—Standard Permissible Options include 
optional equipment or accessories to be furnished as determined by the pur- 
chaser. 

82.3 Special Permissible Options.—Special Permissible Options include equip- 
ment and accessories any or all of which are optional for investigative law en- 
forcement, or intelligence activities of a surveillance or police type nature, in ac- 
cordance with Section 201 of the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 
1958 (without regard to Statutory price limitation). 

82.4 Justifiable Options.—Justifiable Options include deviations permissible 
with justification to the activities listed. 
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Purchases under the following Federal Specifications, of the 
the date of invitation for bids, 
units prescribed herein under Standard Permissible Options, 
sible Options, Justifiable Options and Standard Units. 


shall be limited to standard 
Special Permis- 
Existing Government units 


with other characteristics shall be utilized until exhausted. 
Interim Federal Specifics itions : 


KK K-T-—00811 


(GSA-FSS) 


Automobiles 


Federal Specifications : 


KKK-A-845 


KKK-A-—851 
KKK-T 


KKK-T-719 
Drive, G. Vv. W 


Automobile, 
Automobile, 
716—Trucks ; 
Drive, G. V. W. 


Gasoline Engine, 


.200 Pounds. 
Trucks: 
. 6,400 Pounds. 

84. Standard characteristics and item identification. 
their applicable Federal Stock Numbers 


Gasoline Engine, 


istics listed in Standard Units described herein. 


Type of vehicle 


Light trucks, carrval! 
dan deliveries 


Do 


Light trucks 


All types vehicles herein 


Type of vehicle 


Station wagons... 


All types vehicles herein _- 


Justifiable options 
Specifications 


Engines of over 260 cubie inches 
displacement, 150 horsepower 
and 245 foot pounds torque 


Weary duty cooling system or | 


specific rear axle ratio 


Ground clearance of 7.7 inches 


minimum 


| Nylon tires 


“No Spin’ differential or equal 


Special generators and heavy duty 
batteries. 


Station Wagon, 
Station Wagon, 


D-, 6-. or 7T-Passenger, 
8-Passenger, 4 x 2. 
Four Wheels- 


(100- to 149-Inch Wheelbase) 


oa 2. 


Two Rear-Whee!l- 


Four Wheels—Two Rear-Wheel- 


The standard items with 


(FSN) shall conform to the character- 


Justification necessary 


W here 20 percent or more of the op- 
eration is off-highway use, or 

Where operation is at altitudes of 
10,000 feet and over. 

Where operation is desert or equiv - 
alent conditions, or 

) Where operation is at altitudes of 

over 7,000 feet. 

Where vehicle is used primarily as 
a tow unit 

Where operation is cross country and/or 
deep rntted roads, when jutting rocks 
or obstructions which would damage 
the undercarriage of vehicles are 
known to exist. 

(a) Law enforcement and patrol work, 

or 

(b) Fire fighting, or 

(c) Ambulance service, or 

(d) Where 20 percent or more of the op- 

eration is off-highway use. 

On icy, muddy, snowy roads or where 
20 percent or more of the operation is 
off-highway use. 

Where connected load has a demand of 
over 350 watts, capacities, use and 
load shall be stated. Agency to 
specify capacity required of both 
generator and battery. 


Standard permissible options 


....-| 8-cylinder engines. 


Specifications 


é __.| Standard transmission, automatic transmission. 
Light trucks, sedan deliveries or carryalls Tires, tubeless; tires, with tubes; or tires, mud and snow 
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Special permissible options 





Vehicle and extra equipment Justification necessary 











































V-8 Police type engine 


When certified to by the head of the agency eon- 
Alternator with adequate wiring and related ac- cerned that such special features or auxiliary 
cessories. equipment are essential for the proper perform. 
Heavy duty springs and shock absorbers. ance of such activities. * 
Red flasher lights 
Siren. 
Spotlight. 


Cable raceway. ; y 
Special central control switches and associated 
equipment. 


STANDARD UNITS 
Item No. 1, FSN 23510 

Automobile; 4-door sedan; 6-passenger; Type I, Class A, in accordance with 
Interim Federal Specification KKK-—A-—00811(GSA-FSS) ; with 6.40 x 15, 4-ply 
tires, left outside mirror, left front door arm rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh 
air type heater and defroster, windshield washers and painted any standard 
production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595 specified 
on the purchase order. 
Item No. 2, FSN 2310-—541-4516 

Automobile; 4-door sedan; 6-passenger; Type I, Class A, in accordance with 
Interim Federal Specification KKK—A-—00811(GSA-FSS) ; with 7.50 x 14, 4-ply 
tires, left outside mirror, left front door arm rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh 
air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers and painted any standard 
production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 545 specified 
on the purchase order. 
Item No. 3, FSN 2310-541-4518 

Automobile; 2-door sedan; 5 or 6 passenger; Type I, Class C; in accordance 
with Interim Federal Specification KKK—A—00811(GSA-—-FSS); with 7.50 x 14, 
4-ply tires, left outside mirror, left front door arm rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, 
fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, and painted any stand- 
ard production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595 speci- 
fied on the purchase order. 





Item No. 4, FSN 2310-541-4520 

Automobile; coupe or business sedan ; 3-passenger; Type I, Class C; in accord- 
ance with Interim Federal Specification KKK—A-—00811(GSA-—-FSS) except that 
rear ash tray is not required; with 7.50 x 14, 4-ply tires, left outside mirror, left 
front door arm rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh air type heater and defrosters, 
windshield washers and painted any standard production color or to match any 
single color of Federal Standard 595 specified on the purchase order. 
Item No. 5, FSN 2310-541-4522 

Station Wagon: 4-door, 8-passenger, Type I, in accordance with Federal Speci- 
fication KKK-—A-851; also equipped with ash trays front and rear, dual constant 
speed windshield wipers, self-cancelling electrical directional signals front and 
rear with audible and flashing indicator ; left outside mirror, left front door arm 
rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield 
washers, and 8.00 x 14, 6-ply tires; painted any standard production color or to 
match any single color of Federal Standard 595 specified on the purchase order. 
Item No. 6, FSN 2310-541-4524 

Station Wagon: 4-door, 6-passenger, Type III, in accordance with Federal 
Specification KKK-A-845, with ash trays front and rear, dual constant speed 
windshield wipers, self-cancelling electrical directional signals front and rear 
with audible and flashing indicator, left outside mirror, left front door arm rest, 
cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, 
6.70 x 15 or 7.50 x 14, 6-ply tires and spare tire and wheel, painted any standard 
production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595 specified 
on the purchase order. 
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Item No. 7, FSN 2310-541-4526 


Station Wagon; 2-door, 6-passenger; Type ILI, in accordance with Federal 
Specification KKK-A-845; with ash trays front and rear, dual constant speed 
windshield wipers, self-cancelling electrical directional signals front and rear 
with audible and flashing indicator, left outside mirror, left front door arm 
rest, cigar lighter, horn ring, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield 
washers, 6.70 x 15 or 7.50 x 14, 6-ply tires and spare tire and wheel; painted 
any standard production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 
595 specified on the purchase order. 


Item No. 8, FSC 2310 


Station Wagon; 4-door, Type I, in accordance with Federal Specifications 
KKK-—A-—S51, except that a 6-passenger capacity body will be acceptable; also 
equipped with ash trays front and rear, dual constant speed windshield wipers, 
self-cancelling electrical directional signals, front and rear, with audible and 
flashing indicator; left outside mirror, left front door arm rest, cigar lighter, 
horn ring, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, and 7.50 x 
14, 6-ply tires; painted any standard production color or to match any single 
color of Federal Standard 595 specified on the purchase order. 


Item No. 9. FSC.2310 
Station Wagon ; 2-door—Same as above. 
Item No. 10, Yo-ton pickup—light duty, FSC 2326 


Truck: pickup body; 4,200 minimum GVW; in accordance with Federal Speci- 
fication KK K-—T-—716a ; also equipped with dual constant speed windshield wipers, 
dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built-in-dash type ash tray and 
cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, rear 
bumper, self-cancelling electrical directional signals (front and rear) with oper- 
ator’s andible and flashing indicator, 6.70 x 15, 6-ply tires, and side-mounted 
spare: painted any standard production color or to match any single color of 
Federal Standard 595. 

Item No. 11, 44-ton pickup—heavy duty, FSC 2320 

Truck, pickup body; 4800 minimum GVW; in accordance with Federal Speci- 
fication KK K—T-—716a ; also equipped with dual constant speed windshield wipers, 
dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built-in-dash type ash tray and 
cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, rear 
bumper, self-cancelling electrical direecctional signals (front and rear) with oper- 
ator’s audible and flashing indicator, 4-speed transmission, 11-inch clutch, rear 
springs suitable for model offered when carrying 1,500 pounds payload, 6.50 x 16, 
6-ply truck-type tires, and side-mounted spare; painted any standard production 
color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595. 

Item No. 12, 34-ton pickup, FSC 2320 

Truck: pickup body; 5600 minimum GVW; 48-inch minimum CA; in accord- 
ance with Federal Specification KKK—T-716a; also equipped with dual constant 
speed windshield wipers, dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built- 
in-dash type ash tray and cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, 
windshield washers, rear bumper, self-canceling electrical directional signals 
(front and rear), with operator’s audible and flashing indicator, 4-speed trans- 
mission. 11-inch clutch, tires 8—17.5, 6-ply tires, side-mounted spare, painted any 
standard production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No. 13, 1 ton pickup—light duty, FSC 2820 


Truck, pickup body; 6400 minimum GVW; 58 inch minimum CA; in accord- 
ance with Federal Specification KKK-—T-719; also equipped with dual constant 
speed windshield wipers, dual visors, built-in-dash ash tray and cigar lighter, 
fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, rear bumper, self 
canceling electrical directional signals (front and rear) with operator’s audible 
and flashing indicator, 8-19.5 6-ply tires; painted any standard production color 
or te match any single color of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No. 14, 1 ton pickup—heavy duty, FSC 2320 


Truck, 9 foot pickup body; 7500 minimum GVW: in accordance with Federal 
Specification KKK-T-719; also equipped with dual constant speed windshield 
Wipers, dual. visors, built-in-dash ash tray and cigar lighter, fresh air type 
heater and defrosters, windshield washers, rear bumper, self-canceling elec- 
trical directional signals (front and rear) with operator’s audible and flashing 
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indicator, 8—19.5 8-ply tires; painted any standard production color or to mate) 
any single color of Federal Standard 595. 
Item No. 15, % ton panel—light duty, FSC 2320 

Truck; panel body ; 4200 minimum GVW;; in accordance with Federal Specifi- 
cation KKK-—T-716a; also equipped with dual constant speed windshield wipers, 
dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built-in-dash type ash tray and 
eigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, rear 
bumper, self-canceling electrical directional signals (front and rear) with 
operator’s audible and flashing indicator, 6-ply tires (6.70 x 15); painted any 
standard production color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595, 
Item No. 16, 4% ton panel—heavy duty, FSC 2320 

Truck ; panel body ; 4800 minimum GVW; in accordance with Federal Specifica- 
tion KKK-T-716a; also equipped with dual constant speed windshield wipers, 
dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built-in-dash type ash tray 
and cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, self- 
cancelling electrical directional signals (front and rear), with operator’s audible 
and flashing indicator, 4-speed transmission, 11 inch clutch, rear springs suitable 
for model offered when carrying 1500 pounds payload, and 6.50 x 16, 6-ply truck- 


type tires; painted any standard production color or to match any single color 
of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No. 17, 1 ton panel, FSO 2320 


Truck; panel body; 6400 minimum GVW; 60 inch minimum CA; in accord- 
ance with Federal Specification KKK~T-—719; also equipped with dual constant 
speed windshield wipers, dual visors, built-in-dash ash tray and cigar lighter, 
fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, self-cancelling elec- 
trical directional signals (front and rear) with operator’s audible and flashing 
indicator, 8-19, 6-ply tires; painted any standard production color or to match 
any single color of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No. 18, Sedan delivery—standard, FSC 2320 


Truck; sedan, delivery type; 4100 minimum GVW; 800 pounds approximate 
load capacity ; in accordance with Federal Specification KKK~T-716a except that 
a 1-pint oil bath air cleaner is acceptable; also equipped with dual constant speed 
windshield wipers, dual sun visors, inside and left outside mirrors, built-in-dash 
type ash tray and cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield 
washers, self-cancelling electrical directional signals (front and rear), with 
operator’s audible and flashing indicator, full width split back seat, and 7.50 x 


14, 4-ply tires; painted any standard production color or to match any single color 
of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No. 19, Sedan delivery—with glass side panels, FSC 2320 


Same as above except also equipped with fixed safety glass window(s) in- 
stalled in each side panel of body not less than 49 x 12 inches, or equivalent area, 
for maximum visibility. 


Item No. 20, carryall—light duty, FSC 2320 


Trucks ; carryall; end gate or panel type rear doors (as specitied) ; 8 passenger 
eapacity ; removable center and rear seats: 4200 minimum GVW); in accordance 
with Federal Specification KKK—T-716a ; also equipped with dual constant speed 
windshield wipers, dual sun visors, left outside mirror, built-in-dash type ash 
tray and cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, 
self-cancelling electrical directional signals (front and rear) with operator's 
audible and fiashing indicator, 7.10 x 15, 6-ply tires; painted any standard pro- 
duction color or to match any single color of Federal Standard 595. 


Item No, 21, carryall—heavy duty, FSC 2320 


Trucks ; carryall; end gate or panel type rear doors (as specified) ; 8 passenger 
eapacity ; removable center and rear seats; 4800 minimum GVW;; in accordance 
with Federal Specification KKK-T-716a ; also equipped with dual constant speed 
windshield wipers, dual sun visors, left outside mirror, built-in-dash type ash 
tray and cigar lighter, fresh air type heater and defrosters, windshield washers, 
self-cancelling electrical directional signals (front and rear) with operator’s 
audible and flashing indicator, 4-speed transmission, 11 inch clutch, rear springs 
suitable for model offered when carrying 1500 pounds payload, and 6.50 x 16, 
6-ply truck-type tires, painted any standard production color or to match any 
single color of Federal Standard 595. 
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85. Deviations and chunges.—Deviations and changes shall be as follows: 

85.1 Deviations.—This standard is mandatory in all respects. No exceptions 
to its requirements will be granted for individual or collective purchases. Change 
in requirement can only be accomplished as prescribed in $5.2. 

$5.2 Changes.—When a Federal! agency considers that a Federal Standard does 
not provide for its essential needs, written request for adding to or otherwise 
changing the standard, supported by adequate justification, shall be sent to the 
Administration. This justification shall explain wherein the standard does not 
provide for essential needs. The request shall be sent in duplicate to the General 
Services Administration, Federal Supply Service, Standardization Division, 
Washington 25, 1). C. The Administration will determine the appropriate action 
to be taken and will notify the ageney. 

86. Conflict with referenced specifications.—Where the requirements specitied 
in this standard conflict with any requirements in a referenced specification, the 
requirements of the standard shall apply. Nature of conflict between the stand- 
ard and the referenced specification shall be submitted in duplicate to General 
Services Administration, Federal Supply Service, Standardization Division, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Dunkxe. A review of the criteria points up the fact there are 
only a few essential items actually under consideration which, depend- 
ing upon the market conditions, would cost in total up to possibly $500. 
However, not all of the items are generally required for any particu- 
lar group of law enforcement vehicles, Certain items are required for 
one type of work but are not required for another. Consequently, only 
those specified by the agency as necessary will be purchased. 

At times in the past when competition has been keen and other 
favorable economic conditions obtained we have been able to buy for 
the law-enforcement agencies some of the special equipment without 
exceeding the limitation price. At other times under less favorable 
conditions we have barely been able to purchase under the ceiling price 
abasic automobile with five wheels and tires. If granted the authority 
requested, we will, of course, continue good purchasing practices and 
endeavor to buy vehicles with necessary accessories at the best price 
obtainable and will exceed the statutory price limitation only in those 
instances where the special items cannot otherwise be provided. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe these are the highlights of our requests. 
We will be happy to try to answer any questions the committee may 
have with respect to this request. 


CARS FOR POLICE AND INVESTIGATIVE WORK 


Senator Know:anp. This will be limited to police and investigative 
work of the type indicated ? 

Mr. Dunxte. Yes, sir, based on the certification of the agency 
head, sir. 

Senator Knownanp. And it will not apply to any exceeding of the 
costs in other types of vehicles? 

Mr. Dunk te. No, sir. 

HOUSE REPORT 


Chairman Haypren. The House report says: 


The committee considered a request, in House Document No. 198 for lan- 
guage exempting from the price limitation on automobile procurement the cost 
of special features or auxiliary equipment required for carrying out “investiga- 
tive, law-enforcement, or intelligence activities.” 

The accompanying bill does not contain the requested provision for several 
reasons, One, police-type radio equipment, and all auto equipment required 
solely for the use of such radio is already outside of the limitations (the com- 
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mittee is in receipt of a letter from the Comptroller General, dated July 26, 1957, 
making this point abundantly clear). Secondly, although the requested language 
contained a phrase “in accordance with standards prescribed by the Adminis. 
trator of General Services,” the standards which were proposed related to the 
vehicle and offered no effective criteria as to necessity for end use. Finally, 
there would appear to be room within the present price ceiling ($1,500) to ac. 
commodate nearly all of the special features desired, especially considering that 
all equipment associated solely with police-type radio is outside the limitation, 

Is there anybody here from the General Accounting Office or your 

group that can comment on the House report ¢ 
“4 Y + . . ‘ . 

Mr. Wetcn. Mr. Chairman, I am from the General Accounting 
Office. My name is J. E. Welch. I am Associate General Counsel, 

We believe that the House report does correctly state our view, 

We have held, consistently, we feel, although there has been some 
confusion as to what our decisions were intended to hold, apparently, 
that equipment which is necessary to completely equip a passenger- 
carrying vehicle for operation must be considered within the limita- 
tion. A radio is not such a piece of equipment, we don’t believe, nor 
would incidental equipment that relates solely to the operation of the 
radio be such equipment. 

The items that caused this question to come to the fore at this time 
are items such as an 8-cylinder engine in lieu of a 6-cylinder engine, 
heavy-duty tires, heavy-duty battery, heavy-duty shock absorbers, and 
heavy-duty generator. 

We believe that these pieces of equipment, since they are essential 
to completely equip the automobile for operation, must be considered 
within the limitation, because the statute which sets the limitation uses 
the language “completely equipped for operation.’ 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, while there is this little hesitation 
here: 

EXTRA HEAVY EQUIPMENT 


Why the heavy-duty springs and shock absorbers? Why this extra 
heavy equipment ? 

Mr. Dun«xte. Sir, I will attempt to answer that question. The 
heavy-duty springs and shock absorbers, as I understand it, are re- 
quired to enable the cars to travel over rough terrain and to take curves 
at high speeds, which would not be possible without the heavy-duty 
springs and the special shock absorbers. 

Senator Ture. I would like further information on the exact cost 
that would be involved and what kind of an automobile this would 
be in the first instance. Would it be a Ford? Would it be a Chevy, 
or would it be one of the heavier makes of cars ? 

Mr. Dunkte. Sir, only the Ford or Chevvy. 

Senator Tuye. Only the Ford or Chevvy. And you think that the 
springs are too light, the shock absorbers are too light, to take the kind 
ef driving that these police officers are compelled to subject the cars 
to? 

Mr. Dunxtr. This is the representation made by the agencies 
responsible for law enforcement. 


CABLE RACEWAY 


Senator Try. This cable raceway—what is that? 
Mr. Dunkte. The cable raceway, sir, is a type of housing which 
goes from the dash underneath the car and is used to carry the wires 
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which control the radio, spotlight, the siren, and the flasher lights. It 
jsa hand-made job. It has to be installed by hand. And that is mostly 
Jabor in that price. 

Senator Tuyr. And is this standard equipment that goes out on all 
these police cars ? 

Mr. Dunx.e. No, sir, it is not standard on all cars. For example, 
in some cases, the police cars may only ask for the heavy-duty springs 
and shock absorbers. They may only ask for a spotlight. They may 
only ask for certain other minor things. This does not present a 
problem. 

It is when a large complement of these items are required in an in- 
dividual case that the ceiling gives us difficulty. 

Senator Tur. When did they start adding these new features? Is 
this the first request ? 

Mr. Dunkue. No, sir. These features have been purchased, as Mr. 
Welch may have pointed out in his statement, under an interpretation 
of a Comptroller General’s decision, which is now subject to ques- 
tion and has been presented to the Congress in this request for clari- 
fication. 

Senator Trye. In other words, they have equipped cars like this, 
but it was never questioned before, and now you want a clarification 
so as to erase the possibility of the ¢ ‘omptroller Greneral raising a ques- 
tion on this type of an equipment installed in the car? 

Mr. Dunxte. I think that that is essentially the position, sir. 

Senator Ture. But I would like to know-how many cars you have 
had with such equipment installed in previous purchases, because you 
might find it more economical to go to a heavier car than to take the 
hghter cars and put $250 or more into them in order to get power and 
spring capacity and shock absorbers. You might find it cheaper to go 
toa heavier car. 

Senator Youne. If the General Accounting Office and the House 
Appropriations Committee feel there is no limitation or nothing, bar- 
ring your buying this equipment, why do you want further authority 
now / 

Mr. Dunxkur. The question that has arisen, sir, is with respect. to the 
equipment, which is, so to speak, of a dual nature. 

For example, the alternator, with required wiring and related acces- 
sories, actually replaces a generator in the car. 

The reason for it is that the generator is a direct current instrument. 


LIMITATION ON PURCHASE OF AUTOMOBILES 


Senator Etienper. Your limitation here for cars I notice under the 
law is $1,300. 

Mr. Dunxue. No, sir. It has been raised to $1,500. 

Senator Eruenper. Since when? 

Mr. Merviey. In Public Law 85-48, sir. 

Senator Ex.enper. Well, assuming that it is $1,500, then, as you 
say, you cannot buy this extra equipment within the $1,500. 

‘Mr. DuNKLE. We can on some occasions, and we cannot on other 
oce asions. 

I have, for example, here one example of a recent purchase where 
we bought the police-type engine, heavy-duty springs, and shocks, and 
the spotlight. This resulted in the lowest bid being submitted by the 
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Ford Motor Co. at a rate of $1,558.80, which was $58.80 above the 
$1,500. 

Senator Youne. The gentleman from the General Accounting 
Office wanted to make a comment on this a minute ago. I think it 
might be appropriate at this time. 


NEED FOR SPECIAL AUTHORITY 


Mr. We cu. I wanted to comment with reference to your statement, 
We do feel that this equipment properly cannot be purchased under the 
present limitations without special authority, and we so held in our 
decisions when the question was presented to us by the General Services 
Administration. 

And since we do feel that that is the proper view of this matter, we 
have advised the General Services Administration that while we would 
not object for the balance of this fiscal year to their making the pro- 
curements they were contemplating and that were apparently justifi- 
able, we concluded with this statement in our May 28, 1957, decision: 

However, unless the Congress excepts police-type vehicles from the limitation 
by the end of the next session we will be required to apply at that time the rule 
laid down in our decision of April 19, 1957. 

Senator Youne. I see. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask a question? If you could obtain this 
special equipment within the $1,500 figure, you would have no prob- 
lem? Am I right? 

Mr. Dunxie. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Pastore. The problem arises that when you specify this spe- 
cial type of material that does not come ordinarily with these motor 
vehicles, then the bid is usually above the $1,500 limitation, which 
gives youa problem. Therefore, if the figure above the $1,500 is caused 
only because of this very special equipment that you need on these 
police cars and investigatory cars, you feel you want an exemption inso- 
far as that heavy material is concerned ? 

Mr. DunK te. Yes, sir. In those cases where it will cause us to pay 
more than a total of $1,500. 

Senator Pasrorr. Now, let me ask you this question. This material 
that we are asking for: that is commonly accepted as special material 
on all police cars in every State of the ‘Union; is it not? 

Mr. Dunxte. No, sir. All of that equipment is not always re- 
quired. 

POLICE-TYPE EQUIPMENT 


Senator Pastors. Well, I do not mean all of it together, but I mean 
for instance heavy-duty springs. That is quite common on police 
automobiles. No matter what kind of car you buy, that is true. And 
red flasher lights. You need that. A siren. You need that. A spot- 
light. You need that. I do not know too much about your cable 
raceway. The V-8 police-type engine is usually a special motor for 
a police car; is it not ¢ 

Mr. DungELE. Yes, sir. 


LETTER FROM COMPTROLLER GENERAL 


Senator Erienper. At this point I will place in the record a letter 
addressed to Mr. Kenneth Sprankle, clerk and staff director, Com- 
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mittee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, signed by Mr. 
Joseph Campbell, Comptroller General of the United States. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 26, 1957. 
B-131418 
Mr. KENNETH SPRANKLE, 
Clerk and Staff Director, 
Commitiee on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. SprankueE: Reference is made to your letter of July 17, 1957, con- 
cerning the cost of certain items of equipment intended for police-type auto- 
mobiles which must be included in the price limitation prescribed in section 201 
of the General Government Matters Appropriation Act, 1958, approved June 5, 
1957. 

In your letter you refer to our decision of April 19, 1957, B-131418, which held, 
among other things, that radios and radio noise-suppression equipment intended 
for police-type automobiles need not be included in the dollar price limitation 
prescribed in section 201 of the above-cited act. * You state that certain of the 
equipment, proposed by the General Services Administration to be removed from 
the price limitation, is principally concerned with and affects primarily police-type 
radios. You point out that such items as heavy-duty generators, alternators 
and related accessories, cable raceways, and special central control switches 
would appear to be for the benefit of radio operation (other than standard broad- 
cast reecivers), and therefore within our general distinction as to radio equipment. 
In view thereof, you request clarification of our decision as to whether all equip- 
ment made necessary by reason of the radio installation ean be purchased outside 
the price limitation. 

The decision to which you refer held, in effect, that the cost of equipment 
installed on automobiles for the purpose of carrying out law-enforcement activi- 
ties could be exeluded from the statutory price limitation if such equipment was 
not related to the comfort and convenience of the passengers and the efficiency 
of the vehicle’s operation. Applying this ruling, it is our view that, although it 
might be necessary to procure a heavy-duty generator as the result of the in- 
stallation of a police-type radio, the cost of the generator must be charged against 
the limitation because it affects, 4 well, the efficient operation of the vehicle. 
A somewhat similar item which might be mentioned is a heavy-duty battery 
which, while possibly made necessary by reason of the radio equipment, affects 
as well the efficient operation of the car. 

In regard to the other items enumerated in your letter, we feel that if they relate 
solely to the operation of a police-type radio—and do not affect the efficiency of 
the vehicle’s operation as well or the comfort and convenience of the vehicle’s 
passengers—their cost properly may be excluded from the statutory price limita- 
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosepH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


NaTIONAL ARCHIVES AND REcORDS SERVICE 
OPERATING EXPENSES 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE R. SCHELLENBERG, ACTING ARCHIVIST 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Senator ELLeENDER. Anything else? Anything further you desire 
to add, gentlemen? 

The next item is a supplemental request in House Document No. 
213 in the amount of $35,000 for the National Archives and Records 
Service. The House allowed $30,000 and you are not appealing. 

We will place the supplemental estimate and your justifications in 
the record. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 
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SUPPLEMENTAL Estimate IN House DocuMEnNT No. 


“GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


213 


“Recorps ACTIVITIES 





“OPERATING EXPENSES, NATIONAL ARCHIVES RECORDS SERVICE 








“For an additional amount for ‘Operating expenses, National Archives and 
Records Service’, $35,000.” 
Public Law 85-81 approved July 3, 1957, authorizes the transfer to the Philip- 
pine Republic of certain records captured by United States forces from Philippine 
insurgents in 1899-1903 and an appropriation of $35,000 to carry out the project, 
The proposed supplemental appropriation will permit the General Services 
Administration to microfilm the records before shipment to the Philippine Govern. 
ment and to pay the related expenses for packing and shipping. 





“GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


“SUPPLEMENTAL EsTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION, 1958 














“OPERATING EXPENSES, NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS SERVICE” 













Appropriation language 


“For an additional amount for ‘‘Operating expenses, National Archives and 
Records Service’’, $35,000. 


General statement 


“Public Law 85-81 approved July 3, 1957, authorizes the transfer to the 
Philippine Republic of certain records captured by the United States forces from 
Philippine insurgents in 1899-1903 and an appropriation of $35,000 to earry 
out the project. 

“The proposed supplemental appropriation will permit the General Services 
Administration to microfilm the records before shipment to the Philippine Goy- 
ernment and to psy the related expenses for packing and shipping.”’ (From the 
President’s transrr :.tal message.) 


Justification 


Public Law 85-81 provides that before effecting the transfer of records, the 
Administrator of General Services shall cause to be made a microfilm copy of 
each document which the Secretary of State or his designated representative shall 
select for preservation in the National Archives. 

The records consist of bound volumes and individual manuscript documents 
totaling some 200 linear file feet. The general nature of these records is set 
forth in Exhibit A, attached. It is expected that substantially all of the records 
will be microfilmed. 

Public Law 85-81 requires that the records be microfilmed before shipment 
and it is estimated that a total of 663,000 microfilm images will be made. 

The cost of the project is estimated as follows: 



















Sorting, arranging, preparing for microfilming and microfilming 663,000 





images at $0.0516 ( $34, 200 
Packing and crating original records, 67 erates at $5.60 375 
Transportation of original records, 5 tons at $85.00 - $25 

Total estimated cost- 35, 000 
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Original records of the Philippine insurrectionary government offices, bureaus, 
agencies, and officials, including its president, secretary of war, secretary of In- 
terior, secretary of treasury, military commanders, and provincial, and other 
local government officials, consisting of orders, proclamations, decrees, official 
issuances, correspondence, reports, accounts, courts-martial and other legal pro- 
ceedings, local regulations and issuances, and other related documents which were 
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created and maintained by insurrectionary government or accumulated by it from 
predecessor Spanish agencies, covering for the most part the period from 1898 
through 1902, but including papers pertaining to prior insurrections against the 
Spanish and subsequent guerrilla activities. The records concern the whole 
range of civil and military governmental activity, including foreign relations, and 
internal general, military, and local administration; and cover such subjects as 
agents in foreign countries, agriculture, American relations, antiimperialist league, 
arms, assassination, army actions and activities, citizenship, Chinese, clergy, 
codes and ciphers, commissions (insurgent), congress (insurgent), contributions of 
war, consuls (foreign), courts, customs duties, explosives, Federal Party, foreign 
affairs, Germany, government organizations, guerrilla warfare, Hong Kong Junta, 
Japan, Jesuits, taxation, treasury receipts and expenditures, United States Gov- 
ernment relations, vessels and trade, and war department (insurgent) activities. 
Also included are a small quantity of private letters to officials and other indi- 
viduals not associated with the business of the insurrectionary government. 
There are some volumes, including letters sent, letters received registers, and 
account books, but the greater part of these records consist of more than 200,000 
individual manuscript documents in file folders and/or tied in bundles. They are 
written for the most part in Spanish but include a large quantity in the Philippine 
dialects, including Tagalog, Ilocano, Visayan, and Pangasinan; and not a few are 
a mixture of both Spanish and the dialects. There are several lists filed with the 
records that serve as a guide and partial index to some of these records but there 
is no comprehensive or detailed guide to their complete informational content. 


MICROFILMING PHILIPPINE INSURRECTION RECORDS 


Senator ELLENDER. You may proceed. 

Mr. Mepuey. Dr. Schellenberg will speak to this, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG, Mr. Chairman, this request for supplemental 
funds is based on authorizations contained in Public Law 85-81, 
approved July 3 of this year. 

This law directs the Administrator of General Services to return 
the records of the Philippine insurrectionary force, or the Philippine 
Insurrection records, to the Philippine Government, and, before 
returning them, to make a microfilm copy. 

Now, the law authorizes the appropriation of $35,000 for the 
purpose of microfilming. 

The House Appropriations Committee reduced our budget estimate 
of $35,000 to $30,000. 

We are willing to do the job for $30,000 and need these supple- 
mental funds to start the work immediately. 

Senator ELuenper. Will your original records be sent to the 
Philippines? Do we keep a microfilm cepy? 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG. That is correct. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When was that decided upon? Was that 
through legislation? 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG. Yes, sir, by Public Law 85-81. 

Senator ELLENDER. When was that? 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG. July 3, 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. Because I remember there was some objection 
from Senator Chavez, I believe, to returning some of the records to 
Puerto Rico. 

Mr. ScHeLLeENBERG. That may be. 

Senator ELLenpeER. Is that the same law? 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG. No, that is a different law. 

In this instance, I think there is considerable interest within the 
Philippine Republic for the return of the records. Before a House 
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subcommittee, General Romulo, the Ambassador to the United 
States, expressed a very considerable interest. 

Senator ELLENDER. You can do the job with $30,000 instead of 
$35,000 as you asked originally? 

Mr. ScHELLENBERG,. Yes, sir; [ think we can. 

Senator ELLENDER. Any further questions? 

Thank you. 

REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


Chairman Haypen. General Services Administration has been 
compiling an inventory report on the real property owned and leased 
by the United States throughout the world. The detailed information 
has been recorded on coded puncheards and annually made available, 
arranged by States and by agencies in volumes such as those exhibited 
here, to congressional committees and to interested Government 
agencies. Summary t: tiles have been prepared by GSA and reported 
to this committee : annually, committee prints have been made avail- 
able for publicity purposes and the summ: wv report has been made a 
Senate document ut the request of the committee and copies furnished 
to GSA for publicity and information purposes. 

I understand that GSA is authorized to compile wand maintam such 
inventory under the Property Act and that the work on the inventory 
is coordinated with their responsibilities for improving property 
accounting among the Government agencies. 

In 1953, Senator Saltonstall as chairman of the subcommittee in 
charge of the independent offices bill, upon learning that no such 
Federal real property inventory had been compiled since 1937, re- 
quested GSA to begin such compilation. The first report, issued in 
1955, covered property in the United States; the 1956 report was 
extended to cover territories and possessions and property in foreign 
countries; the 1957 report was extended to cover properties throughout 
the world. A complete and comprehensive inventory of real property 
is therefore now available for the first time. Plans for 1958 will ex- 
tend the report further to cover determination of the jurisdictional 
status of Government-owned property, as required by the President 
on the basis of an interdepartmental committee report. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL PROVISION 


An amendment was inserted in the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill for 1958 to add the following general provision: 

Sec. 109. The detailed information from the annual inventory report on real 
property currently being compiled by the General Services Administration shall 
continue to be furnished to the Committees on Appropriations and Government 
Operations of the Senate and House and summary statements and tabulations 
therefrom hereafter issued annually as Senate documents. 

The purpose of the committee was to assure the permanence of the 
real property inventory and to authorize the summary statements and 
tabulations to be issued annually as Senate documents. 

The rules of the Joint Committee on Printing require that such 
report, if not specifically authorized by law and if the print exceeds 
50 pages, must be submitted with a special resolution when a request 
is made to have it printed as a Senate document. Then the special 
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resolution would need to be reported from the Joint Committee on 
Printing and await its passage on the calendar, and such procedural 
delays would work against the publicity that has been accorded these 
reports through the prestige of a committee print released with a 
definite date for the Senate document. 

The House conferees would not agree to the general provision and 
raised some questions concerning the inventory and its cost. 

In view of this situation, I believe the committee should now make 
a complete record concerning the real property inventory, as a basis 
for its determination as to whether again to insert the general provision 
in this supplemental bill. It may be that the prestige given to the 
summary report by the committee in issuing it as a Senate document 
has served the purpose of giving the needed publicity up to this point, 
and need not be continued; or if there is need to continue the Senate 
document, perhaps it can be kept within 50 pages. 


COMMITTEE ACTIONS 


Mr. Cooper has prepared a memorandum collecting the actions that 
have been taken by the committee concerning the real property inven- 
tory, as well as a memorandum showing the cost of the inventory as 
indicated by vour budget justifications. We will place that material 
in the record. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


MEMORANDUM ON REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


Collected herewith are the actions that have been taken by the Committee 


on Pa of the United States Senate— 


(1) To secure the compilation of a comprehensive real property inventory; 

(2) To keep the real property inventory current through annual reports of 
revisions ; 

(3) To make available annually at minimum cost the detailed information on 
the real property inventory from listings of coded puncheards furnished to 
interested Government agencies and the congressional committees on appro- 
priations and Government operations; 

(4) To urge use of the real property inventory as a budgetary and manage- 
ment aid by all Government agencies and the congressional committees on appro- 
priations and Government operations; 

(5) To give publicity to summary tables and information from the real prop- 
erty inventory through the prestige of issuance as a Senate document, with prior 
availability of press releases; and 

(6) To assure the permanence of the real property inventory and to authorize 
as a Senate document annually the printing of summary tables and information 
therefrom; 


1953 REQUEST FOR COMPILATION OF INVENTORY OF FEDERAL REAL ESTATE 


In the report by Senator Saltonstall on the First Independent Offices appro- 
priation bill, 1954 (S. Rept. No. 237, 83d Cong., Ist sess.), the following request 
appears on page 5: 

“The committee is advised that the Federal Government is completely without 
an inventory of its real property holdings, that each agency usually keeps track 
only of its own acquisitions and knows nothing of suitable acquisitions that may 
already be available in other agencies of the Government. Properly prepared and 
kept current, such an inventory could be of real value in effecting economies in 
acquisitions where land or space may be available from other agencies, and could 
be helpful in many other ways in the complex operations of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

“Therefore, within the funds available to them, the committee requests the 
General Services Administration to begin the work of compiling such an inventory 
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of Federal real estate and requests the General Accounting Office to work oug 
and put into operation the necessary accounting and reporting procedures to keep 
such inventory current.” 

During the hearings on the bill in April of 1953, the following information was 
obtained from General Services Administration (see pp. 160-165): 

The last complete report which was published covered the inventory of Federal] 
real-estate holdings as of June 30, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 111, 76th Cong., Ist segs.) 
This report was revised as of April 1939, and a summary table published in House 
Document No. 216 and Senate Document No. 130, 78th Congress, Ist session, in 
1940, covering some 15,000 projects. 

The Administrator of General Services has authority permitting the develop- 
ment and maintenance of an inventory of real property held by the Federal] 
Government under section 206 (a) (1) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended. Prior authority for such inventory was con- 
tained in Executive Order 8034, dated June 14, 1939 (establishing the Federal] 
Real Estate Board, composed of agency employees, and collecting such inventory 
through the Procurement Division of the Treasury Department), which was re. 
voked by Executive Order 10287, dated September 6, 1951. 

The 1940 material has been rendered valueless by the large number of acquisi- 
tions in the war effort and other changes in 12 years. The project would be a 
matter of making a fresh start in the development of information for an overall] 
real property inventory of the Government. First cost was estimated from 
$100,000 to $125,000, with annual costs for revising at some less figure. An esti- 
mate for the purpose was submitted for 1951, but the project could not be under- 
taken due to reduced appropriations, and an effort was made for 1952 which was 
eliminated before the budget submission. 

Mr. W. E. Reynolds, then Commissioner of Public Buildings, stated to the 
committee: 

‘‘An inventory of real estate would be a very useful vehicle for the Congress, 
and I believe this request has been coming from Members of Congress who have 
to deal with this problem. Taxes and other matters are involved in the story. 
It it is any good, and I say this after many years of study of this problem, I think 
such an inventory should be done upon as limited a basis as possible and should 
be kept current. I think it would do very little good to make a tabulation of the 
real-estate holdings of the United States and file it away where nobody could use it, 
It must be kept current if it is going to be of any value to the Congress and to the 
various departments.”’ 

Mr. Russell Forbes, then Acting Administrator, stated to the committee by 
letter of April 24, 1953: 

“Tf it is the wish of the committee, and adequate funds are appropriated for the 
purpose by the Congress, the General Services Administration will undertake 
the task of compiling a summary statement based on information to be furnished 
by other agencies which currently have records of real-property holdings. Due 
to the initial difficulties inherent in such a project, it is estimated that it would 
require approximately 18 months before the first report could be completed. 
Thereafter the data could be brought up to date once each fiscal year. 

“Tf at a later date a decision is made through the joint accounting-improvement 
program to obtain accounting control of the Federal Government’s investment in 
real property, a more simple and satisfactory arrangement could then be made 
for the preparation of a consolidated report. This latter approach would also 
assure more accurate figures on a current basis since it would establiSh a more 
uniform method to be followed by all agencies in the reporting and recording of 
Federal real-property holdings. It should also be possible under this concept 
to concentrate the real-property inventory records for the entire Federal estab- 
lishment on the books of a limited number of agencies.”’ 


REPORTING PROCEDURES FOR COMPILING REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY WORKED 
OUT AT STAFF LEVEL IN 1954 


After the adjournment of the Ist session of the 83d Congress, in August of 1953, 
numerous discussions were had between the staff of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, General Services Administration, General Accounting Office, and 
several of the Government agencies with difficult problems, in an effort to work 
out the extent of the reporting procedures necessary to accomplish the objective 
of a comprehensive and useful real property inventory at minimum cost. 
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For example, the Department of Defense at that time was planning to secure 
similar information for their maintenance of property records as required by 
amendments to the National Security Act several years previously, and the detail 
required for their use was much greater than GSA had in mind as necessary to be 
secured from all other Government agencies, and the timing planned for such 
reporting was conflicting with reports to be required from other agencies. Many 
of the Defense installations, of course, could not be reported or included in sum- 
mary tables because of classified restrictions. These problems were worked out 
by requiring only such reporting information as would fit into the general cate- 
gories of the inventory report, and the classified information was submitted directly 
by the Department to the congressional committees within security restrictions. 

As another example, the Department of the Interior and some of the other 
agencies had problems involving the reporting of public domain lands. Also, the 
Architect of the Capitol did not consider the legislative branch properties under 
his jurisdiction as coming within the requirements of such a compilation by GSA. 

It was determined that the most economical method of compilation was by 
setting up the reported information by line items on coded puncheards, using the 
machines of the Bureau of the Census and reimbursing them for the cost, since 
such line items can be easily corrected on the basis of later reports, and listings 
from these line items can be arranged by State or by agency and quickly run off 
for any purpose of compilation. 

Other problems concerned keeping the codes, which indicated the detailed 
information, within economical bounds. 

As stated in the letter from GSA Administrator Mansure to Senator Bridges of 
March 19, 1954 (see exhibit No. 1), this planning was culminated by the issuance 
of GSA Circular No. 80, supplement 1, dated March 3, 1954, which prescribed 
instructions to be followed by all agencies for the reporting of real property hold- 
ings as of December 31, 1953, on GSA Form 1166, to be submitted by September 


of 1954. Revision No. 2 of such circular was issued July 3, 1957 (see exhibit No. 
J-A). 


1955 RECOMMENDATIONS BY SENATOR SALTONSTALL TO CHAIRMAN HAYDEN AS TO 
PUBLICATION OF THE REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY REPORT 


When the compilation of the real property inventory was completed in March 


of 1955, Senator Saltonstall submitted recommendations as to its publication to 
Chairman Hayden, as follows: 


Marca 17, 1955. 
Report on Federal Real Property. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuHarrMAN: In response to your verbal request to me as to 
recommendations for further committee action on the inventory report on Federal 
real property, I submit the following recommendations which I have gone over 
closely with Mr. Earl W. Cooper of the committee staff, who did much work in 

reparing this report, together with Mr. Max K. Medley, Comptroller, and Mr. 
Sard Greenberg, Assistant Comptroller, of General Services Administration. 

During the hearings on the 1954 appropriation bill, the Independent Offices 
Subcommittee under Senator Maybank and myself became aware of the amazing 
fact that the Federal Government at that time was completely without an in- 
ventory of its real property holdings—a condition that we felt should not be 
tolerated by any responsible fiscal operation, either in business or in government. 
We learned that the last inventory was prepared as of June 30, 1937, and that 
no report had been made of acquisitions during and since World War II. 

The committee report on the first independent offices appropriation bill, 1954, 
requested, within the funds available, that General Services Administration begin 
the work of compiling such an inventory, and that General Accounting Office 
work out the necessary procedures to keep such inventory current. 

I am advised that about $100,000 has been spent during the last 2 years to 
prepare the report by compiling the 11,493 reports submitted by 24 Federal 
agencies, and that $62,600 is requested in the 1956 budget to continue the work 
and keep the inventory current. The inventory is recorded on electric accounting 
machine coded puncheards, which can be readily corrected and kept up to date, 


and form which any desired listing of the 60,000 line items can be readily obtained 
mechanically. 


938207—57——-47 
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The report seems to me to be a valuable inventory, and what we must now do 
is to make it available in order to get the best possible use from it by everyone 
concerned, in the interest of greater efficiency and economy in this huge Federal 
establishment. It is extremely important, therefore, that the summ: iry report, 
with supporting charts and tables, be published immediately and made available 
to all Federal agencies as well as to the publie generaliy. The following reeom- 
= ations are submitted for your consideration: 

The report on Federal real property in the United States as of December 31, 
19! 53, with summary charts and tables, as prepared by Ceneral Services Adminis. 
tration at the request of the committee, should be issued now as a Senate document 
on request of the chairman. 

2. The committee should authorize a second report as of June 30, 1955, to be 
issued as a Senate document next January, and additional reports to keep the 
inventory current for each fiscal year thereafter. 

3. The Senate document as now issued should inelude only the summary 
report, with supporting char(s and tables. I understand that a set of the eleetrie 
accounting machine detail data sheets, containing over 60,000 line items, will be 
furnished to the Senate and Hovse Appropriations Committees and to the report- 
ing agency, with file and working copies available also in Ceneral Services Admin- 
istration. While at first I thought the document should be complete with alj 
detail data sheets available to the general public, except for reservations required 
by security regulations, it seems to me now that the cost and time involved would 
be prohibitive at this time. I am advised that the summary report of 25 pages, 
with 9 pages of charts and 44 pages of tables, can be printed within a few days 
for about $2,000; while an attempt to print the detail data sheets with the report 
would delay the issuance for 2 months and the cost for the 1,600 pages of document 
size would run aver $60,000. 

The Senate document should be available from the Senate and House doeu- 
ment rooms for congressional use, from General Services Administration for use 
of the agencies, and from the Superintendent of Documents for use of the general! 
public. A special authorization from the Joint Committee on Printing may be 
required to supply the number of copies that should be distributed. 

5. The report as prepared covers the executive branch and the judicial brane! 
of the Covernment. It should also include a summary as to the property under the 
legislative branch, as prepared by the Architect of the Capitol, and authorized 
by the Speaker of the House 

6. Included in the Senate document should be a letter to Ad-ninistrator Mar- 
sure, signed by yourself as chairman and by Senator Bridges as the senior minority 
member, as recommended in the attached draft. 

7. That a letter signed by yourself as chairman and by Senator Bridges as the 
senior minority member be sent to the President as recommended in the attached 
draft. In this connection, I understand a joint task force of the Bureau of the 
Budget and General Services Administration is awaiting the issuance of this 
inventory, as an aid to them in accelerating the disposition of surplus real prop- 
erty owned by the Federal Government. 

8. A press release be prepared giving due credit to the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations for recognizing the need for the inventory, and to General Services 
Administration for working out and preparing such au inventory of the real 
property owned by the largest business in the world, the Federal Government. 
The inventory shows that federally owned land covers the extraordivary amount 
of 405 million acres, or 21.3 percent of the land area in continental United States 
Public domain accounts for 346.6 million acres, 46.3 million acres were acquired 
by purchase, and 12.2 million aeres were acquired by other methods. Land 
acquisitions have cost the Government $2.2 billion; 42 28,786 buildings have cost 
$14.4 billion, and other structures and facilities have cost $13.6 billion; for a total 
cost of $30.2 billion. 

I trust that these suggestions may be useful to you, and I will be glad to aid 
in any Way you may determine on this important matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL. 


SUMMARY REPORT ON REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1953, COVERING 
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 


GSA Administrator Mansure submitted the inventory of Federal real property 
in the continental United States as of December 31, 1953, by letter of March 


25, 1955, which was acknowledged by letter of March 25, 1955, from Senator 
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Hayden and Senator Bridges with the request to compile a second report for 
fseal vear 1955 and continue the reports for each fiscal year thereafter. 

Senator Hayden exhibited the detailed report at a meeting of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on April 12, 1955, and presented the summary report 
with tables and illustrations to be printed as a Senate document (No. 32). The 
correspondence above referred to, together with a press release and fact sheet 
on the inventory, were printed in the Congressional Record of April 13, 1955, at 
pages 3663-3664. (See exhibit No. 2.) 

The summary report had first been prepared as a committee print in order to 
be available for distribution with the press release in advance of being presented 
for printing as a Senate document. GSA Administrator Mansure forwarded the 
committee print and press release to Chairman Cannon of the House Committee 
on Appropriations, to Director Hughes of the Bureau of the Budget and to 
Comptroller General Campbell, followed by full sets of the detailed listings 
furnished to each of them. 

Senator Hayden and Senator Bridges sent a copy of Senate Document No. 32 
to President Eisenhower with their letter of April 15, 1955, as follows: 


APRIL 15, 1955. 
Report on Federal Real Property 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
The White House. 

Dear Mr. Presipent: Enclosed is a copy of Senate Document No. 32, con- 
taining the Report on Federal Real Property in the United States as of December 
31, 1953, with summary charts and tables, as prepared by General Services Ad- 
ministration at the request of the committee. he voluminous detail data sheets 
are on file with the reporting ageney and with General Services Administration. 

The committee is also requesting that a second report be compiled as of June 
30, 1955, to be issued as a Senate document in January 1956, and that the reporting 
procedures and compilations be continued as of the end of each fiscal year there- 
after. 

This inventory information should be helpful to the joint effort of the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget and the Administrator of General Services in acceler- 
ating the disposition of surplus real property owned by the Federal Government. 

The committee respectfully suggests that you consider what direction can be 
sent by vou to the Federal agencies, either as an Executive order or through the 
Bureau of the Budget and the General Services Administration, to urge them to 
make the best possible use of the inventory information, for the purpose of 
implementing the major objectives stated in the summary report, to 

Facilitate disposal of surplus property and thereby increasing revenue to 
the Government, us well as decreasing maintenance and realty costs; 
Restore property to private ownership and thus increase the opportunity 
for its productive use, especially as a source of employment; and 
Return such properties to the tax rolls of State and local governments. 
We feel it would aid immeasurably in our evaluation of budgetary requests. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Cart HAYDEN, 
StyLes Brinces. 

They received the following reply un¢er date of April 26, 1955: 

“Dear SenatTOR: This is in further reference to the letter you and Senator 
Hayden sent to the President on April 15, 1955, enclosing a copy of Senate 
Document No. 32, with the Report on Federal Real Property in the United 
States as of December 31, 1953. 

“lam pleased to note that the committee is requesting a second report as of 
June 30, 1955, which wiil be issued as a Senate document in January 1956, and 
that the reports and compilations are to be continued at the end of each fiscal 
year thereafter. 

“A special task force has been organized under the sponsorship of the Bureau 
of the Budget and the General Services Administration to achieve the specific 
objectives mentioned in your letter. This task force, administered by Mr. 
David H. Brill of Chicago, is using the GSA inventory to the maximum extent 
possible in identifying properties that seem to be excess. These will be brought 
to the attention of the agency heads for their consideration and decision in the hope 
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that we will be able to make real progress in the disposition of unnecessary hold. 
ings in putting them back on the tax rolls. 
“With kindest regards, 
“Sincerely, 
“T. Jack Martin, 
‘Administrative Assistant to the President,” 


1955 REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL COMPILATION TO COVER FEDERALLY OWNED PRop. 
ERTIES OUTSIDE OF CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES, INCLUDING TERRITORIES AND 
FOREIGN PROPERTIES 


In the report by Senator Magnuson on the independent offices appropriation 
bill, 1956 (8. Rept. No. 411, 84th Cong., Ist sess.), the following additional 
request appears on page 7: 


“REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


¥ “As requested by the committee in the report on the first independent offices 
appropriation bill for 1954, the General Services Administration compiled an 
inventory of Federal real property in the continental United States as of December 
31, 1953, from 11,493 installation reports submitted by 24 Federal agencies, show. 
ing total acquisition cost in land, buildings, structures, and facilities of $30.2 
billion. The committee agrees with the General Services Administrator that the 
effort has been well worth while, in giving the Government an inventory, the 
first of its kind since 1937, which can be maintained on a current basis. The 
details of the inventory have been made available to all agencies of the Govern. 
ment and, among the many uses to be made of it, will serve to facilitate the 
disposal of surplus property, with attendant increase in revenues and decrease in 
expenditures. 

“Tn issuing this first report as Senate Document No. 32, the committee requested 
that a second report be compiled as of June 30, 1955, to be issued as a Senate 
document in January 1956, and that the reporting procedures and compilations be 
continued as of the end of each fiscal year thereafter. 

“The committee now further requests the compilation of an additional report to 
cover federally owned properties outside of the continental United States, inelud- 
ing specifically the properties in the Territories of Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and Virgin Islands, and including foreign properties as far as security limitations 
will allow.” 


SUMMARY REPORT ON FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY IN THE UNITED STATES AS OF 
JUNE 30, 1955 


GSA Administrator Mansure submitted the inventory report on Federal real 
property in the United States as of June 30, 1955, by letter of February 3, 1956, 
which was acknowledged by letter of February 4, 1956, from Senator Hayden 
and Senator Bridges. 

Senator Hayden exhibited the detailed report at a meeting of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on February 8, 1956, and presented the committee 
print of the summary report with tables and illustrations to be printed as a 
Senate document (No. 100). The correspondence above referred to, together 
with a press release and fact sheet on the inventory, were printed in the Con- 
gressional Record of February 14, 1956, at pages 2202-2203. (See Exhibit 
No. 3.) 

Copies of the detailed listings were also forwarded to the Senate and House 
Committees on Government Operations, in addition to previous distributions. 


SUMMARY REPORT ON REAL PROPERTY OWNED BY THE UNITED STATES IN UNITED 
STATES TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS AND IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES AS OF JUNE 
30, 1955 


GSA Administrator Floete submitted the additional report on real property 
owned by the United States in United States Territories and possessions and in 
foreign countries as of June 30, 1955, by letter of March 16, 1956, which was 
acknowledged by letter of March 16, 1956, from Senator Hayden and Senator 
Bridges. 

Senator Hayden exhibited the detailed report at a meeting of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on March 21, 1956, and presented the committee 
print of the summary report with tables and illustrations to be printed as 4 
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Senate document (No. 109). The correspondence above referred to, together 
with a press release giving detailed facts on the inventory, were printed in the 
Congressional Record of March 27, 1956, at pages 5034-5035. (See Exhibit 
No. 4.) 


1956 REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL COMPILATION TO COVER LEASED PROPERTIES 


In the report by Senator Magnuson on the independent offices appropriation 
pill, 1957 (S. Rept. 2041, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), the following additional request 
appears on pages 4-5: 

“REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


“An inventory of Federal real property is being revised on a regular basis as of 
the end of each fiscal year, and the summary tables of such inventory are being 
issued by the committee as Senate documents at the beginning of each session of 
the Congress. 

“The compilations are assembled through the General Services Administration 
at the request of the committee, beginning with the report on the first independent 
offices appropriation bill for 1954. The details of the inventory are made available 
to all agencies of the Government and the committee believes they have served 
many useful and economical purposes in the administration of the Government. 

“During the 84th Congress, summary tables of the inventories have been issued 
as follows: 

“Senate Document No. 32, issued April 13, 1955, Inventory Report on 
Federal Real Property in the United States as of December 31, 1953. 

“Senate Document No. 100, issued February 14, 1956, Inventory Report 
on Federal Real Property in the United States as of June 30, 1955. 

“Senate Document No. 109, issued March 27, 1956, Inventory Report on 
Real Property Owned by the United States in United States Territories and 
Possessions and in Foreign Countries as of June 30, 1955. 

“Now that we have available these inventory reports showing, for the first 
time, the worldwide real property owned by the Federal Government, compiled 
on the basis of acquisition cost, the committee believes that the compilation of an 
additional report to cover leased properties, as contemplated in the budget re- 
quest, will add immensely to the information made available to the Federal 
agencies and greatly assist them in evaluating their real property requirements.” 


SUMMARY REPORT ON REAL PROPERTY OWNED BY THE UNITED STATES THROUGHOUT 
THE WORLD AS OF JUNE 30, 1956 


GSA Administrator Floete submitted in a single document for the first time an 
inventory report on all the real property owned by the United States throughout 
the world as of June 30, 1956, by letter of February 1, 1957, which was acknow- 
ledged by letter of February 6, 1957, from Senator Hayden and Senator Bridges. 

Senator Hayden exhibited the detailed report at a meeting of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on February 7, 1957, and presented the committee 
print of the summary report with tables and illustrations to be printed as a 
Senate document (No. 25). The correspondence above referred to, together with 
a press release giving detailed facts on the inventory, were printed in the Con- 
gressional Record of February 11, 1957, at pages 1635-6 (See Exhibit No. 5). 


SUMMARY REPORT ON REAL PROPERTY LEASED TO THE UNITED STATES THROUGHOUT 
THE WORLD AS OF JULY 1, 1956 


GSA Administrator Floete submitted an inventory report on real property 
leased to the United States throughout the world as of July 1, 1956, by letter of 
May 7, 1957, which was acknowledged by letter of May 9, 1957, from Senator 
Hayden and Senator Bridges. This report, together with Senate Document No. 
25 on federally owned properties, furnishes a comprehensive presentation of all 
teal property holdings of the United States throughout the world. 

Senator Hayden exhibited the detailed report at a meeting of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on May 13, 1957, and presented the committee print 
of the summary report with tables and illustrations to be printed as a Senate 
document (No. 41). The correspondence above referred to, together with a 
press release giving detailed facts on the inventory, were printed in the Con- 
gressional Record of May 20, 1957, at pages 6416-7 (See Exhibit No. 6). 
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LEGISLATION PROPOSED TO CONTINUE THE COMPREHENSIVE REAL PROPERTY IN- 
VENTORY AND PRINTING OF SUMMARY REPORT REGULARLY AS A SENATE DOCU. 
MENT 


In the report by Senator Magnuson on the Independent. Offices appropriation 
bill, 1958 (S. Rept. No. 414, 85th Cong., Ist sess.) legislation was proposed as 
follows: 

“REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


“During this session of the 85th Congress, summary tables of additional jp. 
ventories have been issued as follows: 

“Senate Document No. 25, issued February 11, 1957, Inventory Report on 
Real Property Owned by the United States Throughout the World as of 
June 30, 1956. 

“Senate Document No. 41, issued May 20, 1957, Inventory Report on 
Real Property Leased to the United States Throughout the World as of 
July 1, 1956. 

“Now that a comprehensive inventory has been assured on an annual basis, 
the committee recommends the insertion of a provision to make sure of its con- 
tinuance over the years and that it may be printed regularly as a Senate document,” 

The following general provision was added to the bill and became Senate 
Amendment No. 61: 

“Sec. 109. The detailed information from the annual inventory report on real 
property currently being compiled by the General Services Administration shall 
continue to be furnished to the Committees on Appropriations and Government 
Operations of the Senate and House and summary statements and tabulations 
therefrom hereafter issued annually as Senate documents.” 

In the conference on the bill, the Senate conferees receded on the amendment 
after the House conferees had questioned the value of the inventory report and 
the wisdom of spending money on its compilation and distribution. 


Exurrit No. 1 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 19, 1954. 
Re Federal real property inventory 
Hon. StyLes BripGeEs, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR PBrivcss: In accordance with Report No. 237, dated May 12, 
1953, by the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate we have been working 
with the committee staff and other agencies relative to the establishment of an 
inventory of all Federal real property. Our planning was culminated by the 
issuance of GSA Circular No. 80, Supplement 1, dated March 3, 1954, copy at- 
tached, which prescribes instructions to be followed by all agencies. 

As you know this is a sizable undertaking and will require the utmost coopera- 
tion of all agencies in order to furnish your committee with a good report. Some 
agencies are not enthusiastic about the project, principally because of inadequacy 
of existing records and staff. Accordingly, we have tried to simplify the job as 
much as possible. We have kept the committee staff informed on all details in 
this respect. 

Last year GSA and GAO received a similar assignment from the House Appro- 
priations Committee covering the survey of electrical business machines. We 
encountered considerable resistance on that project from the Department of 
Defense. In the end both Defense and GSA incurred the displeasure of the 
House committee because the data from Defense was not available when needed 
by the House committee. 

We are determined not to let this situation repeat itself with respect to the 
inventory of Federal real property. Accordingly, I have sent a letter to the Secre- 
tary of Defense, copy attached, stressing the importance of the project and the 
necessity for the Department of Defense to render their reports on time. 

We appreciate the understanding and cooperative manner in which members 
of the committee staff have assisted us on this project. We will continue to keep 
the committee and the staff currently informed of all developments on this work. 

Cordially yours, 
Epmcenp F. MANSURE, 
Administrator. 
Attachments. 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 3, 1954, 
General Services Administration Cireular No; 80, Supplement No. 1 
To: Heads of Federal agencies 
Subject: Inventory of Federal real property holdings 

1. Purpose—General Services Administration Circular No. 80, issued on 
December 18, 1953, announced a project to establish an inventory of all real 
property holdings of the Federal Government. In accordance with that circular, 
this supplement provides a form and detailed instructions for reporting Federal 
real property holdings by Federal agencies. 

2. Coverage.— This inventory will cover all land, buildings, and other structures 
and facilities, located within the continental limits of the United States, title to 
which is vested in the United States, or in wholly owned Government corporations. 

It will include public domain; lands reserved or dedicated for national parks 
and national forests; and federally owned buildings, miscellaneous structures and 
facilities located on land that is not owned by the United States. It will also 
include trust properties held by the Federal Government. 

It will exclude residential and farm properties acquired through foreclosure 
incident to a lending operation or other Federal-aid project. It will also exclude 
all machinery and processing equipment, not part of the realty. 

3. Reports to be submitled.—An initial report of its real property holdings, as of 
December 31, 1953, shall be prepared by each holding agency which controls the 
use of such property or which has reported it to General Services Administration as 
excess. This inventory date has been changed from June 30, 1954 (as originally 
announced in General Services Administration Circular No. 80), in order that work 
on the inventory can begin immediately. 

For purposes of this project, a holding agency is defined as one which has the 
authority to take possession of and assign and reassign such property or any por- 
tion thereof, regardless of the manner in which the property was acquired or what 
agency is now using the property. 

This report shall be prepared on GSA form 1166, Report of Federal Real 
Property, exhibit 1 attached. Wherever possible, reported data shall be based on 
detailed real property records and related documents in the holding agency’s files. 
Where such records or documents are not available, estimated data (so identified) 
may be used. 

An original and two copies of the initial report, as of December 31, 1953, shall 
be submitted to the Office of the Comptroller, General Services Administration, 
Washington 25, D. C., on or before September 1, 1954. Those agencies which 
can submit reports sooner, are requested to do so in order to facilitate and expedite 
the preparation of the consolidated inventory report to the Congress. Detailed 
instructions for the preparation of this report are contained in exhibit 2, attached. 

In order to maintain this inventory on a current basis, all subsequent changes 
due to acquisition, transfer, or disposal of Federal real property, in whole or in 
part, will be reported periodically to the General Services Administration. 
Another supplement to Circular No. 80, prescribing the report form to be used 
for this purpose, with detailed instructions for its preparation, will be issued at a 
later date. 

4. Supply of forms.—Copies of GSA Form 1166 may be obtained from the 
Printing and Distribution Section, Administrative Facilities Division, Office of 
Management, General Services Administration, Seventh and D Streets SW., 
Washington 25, D. C., telephone: Republic 7—-7500 (Government Dial Code 151), 
extension 3105. 

5. Agency liaison.—If you have not done so, please notify the Office of the 
Comptroller, General Services Administration, of the official designated by you 
to serve as liaison between your agency and this Administration. 

6. Inquiries.—For additional information regarding this project or any ques- 
tions or problems pertaining thereto, agency representatives may communicate 
with the Office of the Comptroller, General Services Administration, Washington 
25, D. C.; telephone Executive 3-4900 (Government Dial Code 156), exten- 
sion 4131. 


EpmuND F. MANsuRE, Administrator. 
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EXHIBIT 1 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION FORM APPROVED Pr eastiae 
BUDGET BUREAU BO. 29-5401 
REPORT 9F FEDEDM REAL PROPERTY 2. WOLDING AGENCY €O- ~ GSA CONTROL WO. (GSA wee only} 
(Por Instruct ion: eee uSA Circular No,80, Supplement Nq.1) 
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EXHIBIT 2 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF REPORT OF FepERAL REAL PROPERTY 


GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


GSA Form 1166, Report of Federal Real Property, shall be used by all hold- 
ing agencies, having control of the use of real property; to report their real prop- 
erty holdings as of December 31, 1953, to the General Services Administration. 

An installation, such as a national forest or park, military reservation, hydro- 
electric project, etc., should be considered as an individual reporting entity and 
be the subject of a ‘single report, except for those installations located in more 
than one State, In such cases, the portion of an installation located in each 
State shall be made the subject ‘of a separate report, Each report shall include 
all land, buildings, and other structures and facilities. 

Where a building and the site thereof, such as an office building, courthouse, 
post office, warehouse, etc., are all that comprise an installation, the property 
shall be considered. as an individual reporting entity and be the subject of a 
single report, This same procedure shall be followed in the case of individual 
areas of unimproved land. 

Buildings, structures, and other facilities in process of construction shall be 
reported only if ‘‘available for service’ as of December 31, 1953. However, sites 
acquired for such purposes, or for new projects, shall be reported, regardless of 
whether or not the buildings, structures, or facilities are available for service. 
The usage classification of such sites shall be based on the intended use of the 
construction in process. 

For purposes of this report, the cost of buildings, structures, and other facilities 
shall also include the cost of such fixtures and equipment as are normally required 
for the functional use of the facility; e. g., plumbing, heating and lighting fixtures, 
elevators, air-conditioning sy stems, as well as any items, such as safes, vaults, 
ete., which are built into the structure or are permanently affixed thereto. 

All machinery and processing equipment, as well as furniture and special-use 
items, which are not part of the realty, shall be excluded. 

Where federally owned utility lines, such as gas, water, electric (power and 

light), sewer (storm and sanitary), etc. serve one building only, which building 
is reported separately, the cost of such ‘utility lines shall be included in the cost 
of the building. Where these lines constitute a system (including water treat- 
ment, sewage-disposal plant, etc.) which serves several buildings and/or structures, 
their cost shall be reported separately under “Other struetures and -facilities’! 
(block 23). 
» For the purpose of indicating the desired classification of items to be reported on 
this form, examples of certain classifications are listed herein. Such lists are to be 
considered as representative, and not all-inclusive. They are not intended to 
preclude the classification of items which are not included in such lists. 

Regulations governing the utilization and disposal of excess and surplus real 
property require that each executive agency haying control of such property shall 
retain accountability therefor pending its transfer or sale. Accordingly, all excess 
and surplus real property carried on the beoks of, the reporting agency as of 
December 31, 1953 (regardless of whether the property is held by the reporting 
agency or on loan to another agency on a-recoverable basis), shall be included and 
reported as a part of this inventory. 

The Federal Government owns a wide variety of real property. In addition to 
Federal office buildings, war-industrial plants, military reservations, national 
parks and forests, these holdings embrace such diverse types of facilities as hydro- 
electric projects, transmission and distribution lines, harbor installations, river 
improvements, railroads, highways, ete. The latter types of facilities shall be 
aes under the heading of ‘‘Other Structures and Facilities’ and suitably 
escribed. 


SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 


A. Agency and property identification 


Block 1. Each report covering an installation may consist of one or more 
sheets. If more than one sheet is required, each sheet shall be numbered as indi- 
cated on the form. 

Block 2. Holding agency number.—For the purpose of identification, each agency 
shall assign a number for each installation for which a separate report is sub- 


mitted. Where attachments are necéssary, such attachments shall be identified 
by the same number. 
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Block 3. GSA control number.—-Do not fill in. For use by General Serviees 
Administration only. 

Block 4. Name of property——Enter the name assigned to the installation or 
facility being reported, such as: United States Customs House, Randolph Field, 
Fort Bragg, Yellowstone National Park, Brooklyn Navy Yard, Rock Island 
Arsenal, etc. 

Block 5. Holding agency.— Enter in this block the name of the holding ageney. 

Block 6. Bureau or other major organization.—Enter in this block the bureay, 
or other comparable major organizational unit, within the holding agency. 


B. Location 


Block 7. State.—Enter the State in which the real property is located. Where 
an installation is located in more than one State, a separate report shall be sub- 
mitted to cover the portion of the installation located in each State. 

Block 8. City.—Enter the name of the city, or town (where appropriate), in 
which, or near which, the property is located. 

Block 9. County.—-Enter the county, or counties, in which the reported property 
is located. (Separate reports for each county are not required.) : 

Block 10. Street address.——_Enter the street address, where appropriate. 


C. Land 


Block 11. Usage.—There shall be entered in this block the present predominant 
use of the land area or site being reported. A breakdown of miscellaneous 
secondary usages is not required. However, if there are significant secondary 
usages, mention thereof should be made under “Remarks,” block 26. In the 
case of trust properties, so indicate by adding the word ‘“‘Trust”’ after the usage 
classification. Insofar as practicable, the following usage classifications shall be 
used: 


Agricultural Institutional 

Airfield Military (except airfield) 
Cemetery Mineral 

Grazing Office building site 
Industrial Park 

Flood control and navigation Power development 
Forest Reclamation 

Housing Storage 


Harbor and port terminal 


If necessary, specify any usage other than those listed above. 

Block 12. How acquired.—Enter the method or methods of acquisition of the 
property being reported. The methods of acquisition to be entered in this block 
are as follows: 

Public domain 

Purchase 

Other 
Include under “Purchase’’ any property acquired by condemnation procedures. 
Include under “Other” any property acquired through transfer, exchange, dona- 
tion, devise, forfeiture, or jdicial process. 

Block 13. Date(s) acquired.—Enter the year of the various acquisitions set forth 
in block 12. If various portions were acquired at different times, indicate the 
dates, or range thereof, such as “1910-21.” 

Block 14. Area—Urban.—Enter in acres (to the nearest tenth of an acre) the 
area of urban land acquired by each method reported in block 12. For purposes 
of this report, land shall be classified as urban when located in an incorporated 
place of 2,500 or more, in a densely settled unincorporated place of 2,500 or more, 
or in a densely settled urban fringe area around cities of 50,000 or more. (Refer- 
ence: United States Summary and Maps in vol. I of the 1950 Population 
Census which lists urban places in each State.) 

Block 15. Area—Rural.—Classify as rural all properties not classified as urban. 
Enter in this block the area in “acres’’ (to the nearest tenth of an acre) for each type 
of acquisition reported in block 12. 

Block 16. Cost.—Enter the cost (in thousands of dollars) of the land for each 
entry in block 12, except for (a) trust properties, (b) publie domain, (c) lands 
reserved or withdrawn from public domain for national forests, national parks, or 
other conservation purposes, and (d) land acquired for historical sites other than 
by purchase. Costs need not be reported for acquired lands which are inter- 
mingled with public domain lands and which constitute a relatively minor portion 
thereof. 
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The cost of sites of monuments, memorials, and statues shall be reported, 
except for those lands, for which cost need not be reported, as indicated in the 
preceding paragraph. 

The following items should generally be included in the cost of the land: 


Appraisal Judgment costs 

Clearing Plats and surveys 

Cost of land Removal and relocation of the property 
Damage to property of others of others 

Drainage Removal of structures or facilities pur- 
Grading chased but not used 


If records for acquisition costs are not available, enter estimated costs and so 
indicate by a notation “est.’’ Such estimates shall be based on costs at date of 
acquisition and not current costs. 

In the case of transfers, enter the cost, at date of acquisition, as carried by the 
transferring agency. Estimate, if not known, the cost of property acquired 
through exchange, donation, devise, forfeiture, or judicial process. This esti- 
mated cost should represent the amount the Government would have had to pay 
for the land, if purchased, at the date of acquisition. 


D. Buildings 


Block 17. /’sage.—For the purposes of this report, the predominant use of a 
building shall govern its classification. In the case of trust properties, so indicate 
by adding the word “‘trust” after the usage classification. Bata called for in 
blocks 20, 21, and 22, shall not be reported for such trust properties. Buildings 
shall be classified on the basis of the following categories: 

Block 17 (1). Office —All buildings used primarily for office or other adminis- 

trative purposes. If only a small segment of the total area of a building is used 
for other than office purposes, no attempt should be made to segregate such 
space. 
"Block 17 (2). Institutional.—All buildings devoted to institutional uses, such 
as hospitals, prisons, libraries, schools, chapels, museums, ete. Do not include 
minor emergency or health rooms, chapels, libraries, etc., which constitute only 
aminor portion of a building used primarily for other purposes. Specify the type 
of institutional building being reported. 

Block 17 (3). Housing.—All buildings used for dwelling purposes, such as 
apartment houses, single or row houses, barracks, etc. 

Block 17 (4). Storage.—All buildings used for storage purposes, such as ware- 
houses, grain elevators, ammunition storage, cover sheds, ete. Do not include 
such facilities as water reservoirs, oil storage tanks, ete. These are to be reported 
as “Other structures and facilities,’ block 23. 

Block 17 (5). Jndustrial.—All buildings specifically designed and used for pro- 
duction, manufacturing, or developmental purposes. Include in this category 
buildings used for the production or manufacture of ammunition, aircraft, ships, 
vehicles, electronic equipment, chemicals, aluminum, magnesium, rubber, etc., as 
well as power or fuel-producing facilities, such as steam, gas, and petroleum refin- 
ery facilities. Also include in this category laboratories and testing facilities. 

Block 17 (6). Service.—All buildings used in connection with service activities 
such as maintenance and repair shops, laundry and dry-cleaning plants, post 
exchanges, stores, garages, airport hangars, ete. 

Block 17 (7). All other.—All buildings which cannot be classified elsewhere. 
However, their usage shall be specified. 

Block 18. Number of buildings.—Enter the number of buildings for each usage 
classification reported in block 17. 

Block 19. Date(s) acquired.—Enter the date the building was acquired or con- 
structed. In cases where several buildings, of the same classification, were 
acquired or constructed at different dates and are being reported on a single 
form, indicate the time period of acquisition, such as ‘‘1930—42’’. 

Block 20. Floor area, total square feet—Enter the total gross floor area in square 
feet for each class of buildings reported, except for trust properties. 

Block 21. Floor area, percent occupied.—Enter the estimated percent of oceu- 
pancy or use for each class of building reported in block 17, except for trust 
properties. 

Block 22. Cost.—Enter in this block the total cost (in thousands of dollars) 
for each class of building reported, except for trust properties. Costs shall also 
include the cost of any ¢ ipital improvements (additions or betterments) incurred 
subsequent to date of construction or acquisition. 
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In the absence of any recorded data as to such costs, they shall be estimated 
and so noted by ‘‘est.’’ Such estimates shall be based on costs at date of construc. 
tion or acquisition and not current costs. In the case of transfers, enter the cost 
and date of acquisition as carried by the transferring agency. Estimate, if not 
known, the cost of the buildings acquired through exchange, donation, devise 
forfeiture, or judicial process, This estimated cost should represent the amount 
the Government would have had to pay for the buildings, if purchased, at the 
date of acquisition. 


E. Other structures and facilities 


Block 23. Description—Enter in this block various types of structures, and 
other facilities not provided for under ‘“‘Land”’ or “Buildings,’’ For example: 


Electrical distribution systems. 

Gas or steam lines. 

Harbor installations, docks, piers, jetties, breakwaters, etc. 
. Highways and roads. 

Hydroelectric projects, including dams, powerhouses, switchyards, tran- 

mission lines, ete: 

Monuments, memorials, and statues, 

Railroads, including tracks, bridges, tunnels, fuel and water stations, ete. 
River improyements, .revetments, storage or diversion dams, etc. 

Sewage systems, including disposal plants, etc. 

Telephone or telegraph lines. 

Water systems, including treatment plants, etc. 

Wharves and docks. 


™ In all cases, structures and other facilities, as set forth above, shall be briefly 
described: to show the main characteristics of each. Insofar as practicable, use 
appropriate units of measurement to cover the overall dimensions. 

Block 24. Cost. —Enter in this block the total cost (in thousands of dollars) of 
each structure and/or facility reported in block 23. In the case of trust properties, 
and monuments, memorials and statues, costs shall not be reported. (Identifying 
descriptions in block 23 for such properties will suffice.) Costs shall also include 
the cost of any capital improvements (additions or betterments) incurred subse- 
quent to the date of construction or acquisition. 

In the absence of any recorded data as to such costs, they shall be estimated 


and so noted by “Est.’’ Such estimates shall be based on costs at date of con-» 


struction or acquisition and not current costs. In the case of transfers, enter the 
cost and date of acquisition as carried by the transferring agency. Estimate, if 
not known, the cost of structures and facilities acquired through exchange, dona- 
tion, devise, forfeiture, or judicial process. This estimated cost should represent 
the amount the Government would have had to pay for the structure and facili- 
ties, if purchased, at the date of acquisition. 

Block 25. Total cost: Land, buildings, other structures and facilities.—Enter the 
sum of the totals of blocks 16, 22, and 24. 

Block 26. Remarks.—If it is necessary to clarify or expand any entries beyond 
the space provided in the various blocks, make such notations under “Remarks,” 
or on additional sheets, if required. 

Indicate whether or not the property being reported is being used by other than 
the reporting agency. Describe any significant secondary usages of land, and the 
area so used, supplementing the data reported under block 11. 

In the event that the report covers property considered as excess to the needs 
of the reporting agency, suitable notation shall be made in this block to indicate 
that such property has been or is being reported as excess to the General Services 
Administration in accordance with the provisions of GSA regulations, title 2:on 
real property. management. 

Block 27. Prepared By.—Type in the name and title of the official responsible 
for the preparation of the report. 

Block 28. Signature.—The official designated in block 27 shall sign his name 
in this block. 

Block 29. Dale.—Enter date on which the report was prepared. 
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Exuispit No. 1-A 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 3, 195?. 
General Services Administration Circular No. 80, Revision No. 2. 
To: Heads of Federal agencies. 
Subject: Annual reports on Federal real property holdings. 


1. GENERAL 


This circular prescribes annual reports necessary for the maintenance and 
publication of an inventory of Federal real property holdings covering real prop- 
erty owned by and leased to the United States Government as of June 30 each 
year; and forms with detailed instructions for the preparation and submission of 
these inventory reports to the General Services Administration by the holding 
agencies. 

2. AUTHORITY 


The Senate Committee on Appropriations in Report No. 237, dated May 12, 
1953, covering the first independent offices appropriation bill for 1954, requested 
the General Services Administration to compile an initial inventory of Federal 
real property. This inventory covered federally owned real property in the conti- 
nental United States, as of December 31, 1953. 

The Senate committee, in Report No. 411, dated June 2, 1955, on the first 
independent offices appropriation bill for 1956, requested that a second inventory 
report be compiled as of June 30, 1955, and as of the end of each fiscal year there- 
after. It was further requested that the inventory be expanded to cover real 
property owned by the United States Government in United States Territories 
and possessions and in foreign countries. 

In Senate Report No. 2041, dated May 24, 1956, the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations requested the General Services Administration to expand the 
inventory to also cover real property leased to the United States Government. 


3. HOLDING AGENCY 


For purposes of the inventory of real property owned by the United States 
Government, the holding agency is the one which has the authority to take posses- 
sion of and assign and reassign such property or any portion thereof regardless of 
the manner in which the property was acquired, or what agency is currently using 
the property. This is in accordance with the provisions of section 3 of Accounting 
Systems Memorandum No. 32, issued by the General Accounting Office on April 
13, 1954. 

For purposes of the inventory of real property leased to the United States 
Government, the holding agency is the one which currently administers the lease 
and makes rental payments to the lessor, regardless of which agency executed the 
original lease or is currently using the property. 


4. COVERAGE 


The inventories prescribed by this circular shall cover all land, buildings, and 
other structures and facilities located in the United States, in United States 
Territories and possessions, and in foreign countries, which are owned by or leased 
to the United States Government, or wholly owned Federal Government corpo- 
rations. 

(a) Owned property.—The annual reports of real property owned by the United 
States Government shall include (1) unreserved public domain; (2) public domain 
reserved for national forests, national parks, military installations or other 
purposes; (3) property in which the United States Government has a life interest ; 
and (4) property acquired by purchase, construction, donation, and other methods 
of acquisition. They shall also include all buildings or structures owned by the 
Federal Government, whether or not located on Government-owned land. Sep- 
arate annual reports shall also be submitted for real properties held in trust by 
the Federal Government. 

Items to be excluded from the annual reports are: (1) Residential and farm 
roperties acquired through foreclosure incident to a lending operation or other 

ederal aid project; (2) rights-of-way and easements granted to the United States 
Government; (3) machinery and processing equipment which are not part of the 
realty; and (4) sovereign-owned lands of the governments of the various United 
States Territories and possessions. 
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(b) Leased property.—The annual report of real property leased to the United 
States Government shall include all property leased from private individuals 
organizations, municipal, county, State, and foreign governments, as evidenced 
by a written agreement, involving a monetary consideration and a landlord-tenant 
relationship. It shall also include right of use and occupancy obtained under 
eminent domain proceedings or equivalent procedures. ‘ 

Items to be excluded from the annual reports are: (1) Real property occupied 
under permit or other arrangements with other Federal Government agencies or 
wholly owned Federal Government corporations; (2) leasehold improvements 
(but, Government owned buildings or structures erected on leased land shall be 
reported as federally owned) ; (3) rights-of-way and easements; and (4) real prop. 
erty leased rent free or for nominal rent, except that reports shall be submitted 
for property which is significant or where the lease specifies payment to the lessor 
for utilities and/or services. ’ 

Fxamples of properties to be excluded are: (1) building space and/or land made 
avi ilable to the Federal Government, rent free, or for nominal payment, sueh as 
rocms in courthouses, county buildings, universities, ete.; and (2) land upon whieh 
the Government has been grated an easement, right-of-way, or permit to place 
power transmission lines, gaging stations, fire lookout towers, revetments, ete. 
De ermination as to v hether the item is significant and is rent free or for nominal 
ren al is the responsibility of the reporting agency. Thirty-fifth Comptroller 
Ge eral Decisiors, page 71°, is suggested as a guide to help resolve questions 
pertaining to the definition cf “nominal payment.” 


5. REPORTS TO BE SUBMITTED 


(a) Invertery of real property owned by the United States Government.—Each 
holding ageney shall prepare, in accordance with the instructions in attachment 
la, and submit to the General Services Administration a separate report on GSA 
Form 1166, Annual Report of Real Property Owned by the United States Govern- 
ment (attachment 1), for (1) each newly acquired installation; (2) each installa- 
tion with increases or decreases, of $1,000 or more affecting ary line item or the 
total for the installation, or in acreage, irrespective of costs, which have occurred 
since the submission of the previous report; (3) each installation which has been 
declared excess, in whole or in part. Reports may also be submitted to revise 
items previously reported. 

In the case of changes under ‘(2)”’ above, an adjusted report shall be submitted 
covering the entire installation. This adjusted report shall be a complete restate- 
ment giving effect to all installation charges such as acquisitions, dist ositions, 
construction, and corrections of errors or omissions in the previous report. 

Each holding agency also sha'l] prepare and submit to the General Services 
Administration, for each bureau or other major organizational unit a report on 
GS‘ Form 1209, Summary of Number of Installations Owned by the United 
States Government (attachments 2 and 2a), regardless of whether or not changes 
have occurred since the previous report. Separate reports on GSA Form 1209 
shall be submitted for properties (1) in the United States, and (2) outside the 
United States. 

The annual inventory reports (GSA Forms 1166 and 1209) shall be submitted 
as of June 30, each vear. An original and ore copy of these reports shall be sub- 
mitted to the General Services Administration, Cffiee of the Comptroller, Wash- 
ington 25, D. C., not later than September 1 of each year. 

Whenever possible, data reported shall be based on detailed real property 
records and related documents in the holding agenev’s files. Where such records 
or documents are not available, estimated data, so identified, may be used. How- 
ever, as soon as practicable, detailed real property records (and related docu- 
ments) shall be established and maintained on a current basis by the holding 
agencies. 

(b) Inventory of real property leased to the United States Government.—Each 
holding agency shall prepare and submit to the General Services Administration a 
report of its leased real property holdings as of June 30 each year, on GSA Form 
1166A, Annual Report of Real Property Leased to United States Government 
(attachment 3), in accordance with the instructions in attachment 3a. 

Each holding agency also shall prepare and submit to the General Services 
Administration, for each bureau or other major organizational unit, a report on 
GSA Form 1209A, Comparative Summary of Properties Leased to the United 
States Government (attachment 4). Separate reports on GSA Form 1209A 
shall be submitted for properties (1) in the United States, and (2) outside the 
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United States. lnstructions for the preparation of this form are set forth in 
attachment 4a. 

An original and one copy of each report shall be submitted annually to the 
General Services Administration, Office of the Comptroller, Washington 25, D. C., 
not later than September 15 of each year. 

(c) Optional reporting method—Agencies which have electrical accounting 
machine equipment may make arrangements with the General Services Admin- 
istration, Office of the Comptroller, to furnish detailed machine listings, together 
with the supporting puncheards, in lieu of GSA Forms 1166, 1209, 1166A, and 
1209A. 

6. SUPPLIES OF FORMS 


GSA Forms 1166, 1209, 1166A, and 1209A may be obtained from the General 
Services Administration, Office of the Administrative Assistant to the Admin- 
istrator, Administrative Facilities Division, Printing and Distribution Section, 
Seventh and D Streets SW., Washington 25, D. C., telephone: Republie 7—7509 
(Government dial code 151), extension 6453. 


7. AGENCY LIAISON 


Each holding agency shall designate an official to serve as agency representative 
on this real property inventory. The same representative may be designated, 
if desired, for the United States Government-owned and the leased real property 
inventories. The General Services Administ:ation, Office of the Comptroller, 
Washington 25, D. C., shall be advised in writing of the names of all such repre- 
sentatives or any changes in such designation. 


8. INQUIRIES 


For additional information regarding the content of this circular, or any ques- 
tions or problems relating thereto, agency representatives may communicate with 
the General Services Administration, Office of the Comptroller, Washington 25, 
D. C., telephone: Executive 3-4900 (Government dial code 156), extension 4131. 


FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 
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(Attachment 1a) 


JygrUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF GSA Form 1166, ANNUAL Report oF 
Reaut Property OwNED By UNITED States GOVERNMENT 


1, GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


(a) Preparation of reports —GSA Form 1166, Annual Report of Real Propert 
by the United States Government, shall be prepared annually by all 
holding agencies as of June 30 each year. This report shall cover: 

(1) Each newly acguired real property installation. 

2) Each installation previously reported to which increases or decreases 
(a) of $1,000 or over, affecting any line item or the total for the installation, 
or (b) in acreage, irrespective of costs, which have occurred since the sub- 
mission of the previous report. Reports may also be submitted to revise 
items previously reported. 

In the case of changes under ‘‘(2)’’ above, an adjusted report shall be sub- 
mitted covering the entire installation. This adjusted report shall be a 
complete restatement giving effect to all installation changes, such as, acqui- 
sitions, dispositions, construction, and corrections of errors or omissions in 
the previous report. ; 

(3) Each installation which has been declared excess or surplus, in whole 
or in part. See ‘‘(h)’’ below for method of reporting. i 

Reports shall not be submitted for installations having no changes since the sub- 
mission of previous reports. 

(b) Holding agency.—For purposes of the inventory of real property owned by 
the United States Government, a holding agency is one which has the authority 
to take possession of and assign and reassign such property or any portion thereof 
regardless of the manner in which the property was acquired or what agency is 
now using the property. Examples of a holding agency, as shown in GAO 
Accounting Systems Memorandum No. 32, follow: 

“a Aor an office building or warehouse occupied by a Federal agency or 
agencies, upon determination by GSA, and for which GSA is responsible for elevator 
and guard service and for cleaning and maintenance, GSA, is the holding agency. 

"bh, In case of special-purpose buildings, such as Coast Guard stations, military 
reservations, hospitals, and prisons, those agencies or bureaus thereof having 
control of building management and operations, including authority to assing 
or reassign space in such buildings, will be considered as the holding agencies.” 

Under provisions of GSA Regulations, title 2, real property management, a 
holding agency is responsible for the custody of and accountability for its real 
property, including those which have been declared excess or surplus. Conge- 
quently, the holding agency shall continue to report such excess or surplus prop- 
erty as provided herein until a fina] report is submitted after official documentation 
has been received indicating (1) that the installation has been permanently trans- 
ferred to another Federal agency; or (2) that it has been completely disposed of 
by sale or other disposal method. 

(c) Reporting entity.— An installation, such as a national forest or park, military 
reservation, hydroelectric project, ete., shall be considered as an individual 
reporting entity and shall be the subject of a single report, except for those 
installations located in more than one State. In the case of an installation located 
in more than one State, the portion located in each State shall be made the subject 
of aseparate report, and thus shall be treated as a separate installation for purposes 
of this inventory. Each such report shall include all land, buildings, and other 
structures and facilities of an installation within a State. 

In other cases, where a building and the site thereof, such as an office building, 
courthouse, post office, warehouse, etc., are all that comprise an installation, the 
property shall be considered as an individual reporting entity and shall be the 
subject of a single report. This same procedure shall be followed in the case of 
individual areas of improved or unimproved land, 

(d) Construction in process.—Buildings, structures, and other facilities in process 
of construction shall be reported only if “available for service’’ as of the reporting 
date. However, sites acquired for such purposes, or for new projects, shall be 
reported regardless of whether or not the buildings, structures, or facilities are 
available for service. The usage classification of such sites shall be based on the 
intended use of the construction, whether or not in process. 

(¢) Fixtures and equipment.—For purposes of this report, the cost of buildings, 
structures, and other facilities shall also include the cost of such fixtures and equip- 
ment as are normally required for the functional use of the facility. For example, 
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'lumbing, heating, and lighting fixtures, elevators, air-conditioning Systems 
well as items, such as safes, vaults, etc., which are built into the structure or, 

nermanently affixed thereto, the removal of which would materially = 
struetvre. However, the cost of all machinery and processing e 







































































































































uip ; 
well as f rnit: re, laboratory equipment, and special-use items, which aeeaail ™ = 
of the realty, shall be excluded. Pant = 
(f) Easements and leasehold improvements.—The inventory of real Dropert 
owned by the United States Government covers only real property “title to whieh parts, 
is vested in the United States or in wholly owned Covernment corporations” _ 
Consequently, the cost of ease’vents, rights-of-way, and leasehold imp met 
ments to land, buildings, or structures and facilities oceupied by the Governme in 
as lessce shall be excluded. However, the cost of federally owned build . a 
structures, and facilities located on leased land shall be included. ne ei 
(g) Utility systems.—Where federally owned utility syste™s, such s gs, water tee 
electric (power and light), sewer, ete., serve a single building, which is reported t 
separately, the cost of such utility syste~s shall be included in the cost of the i vi 
building. Where these syste~s (including water treat™ent, Se W° ge-disposs| PW 
plant, etc.) serve several buildings and structures, their cost shall be reported filed 
under other structures and facilities. Bl 
(kh) Excess and surplus real properties —GSA Real Property Manageent Reg | égeili 
ulations, title 2, require that each holding agency having control of excess and Islan 
surplus real property shall retain accountebility therefor until official writte sepal 
notice is received of the transfer or syle of such property. Accordingly, all exopss State 
and surplus real property, for putposes of this inventory, shall be reported by | game 
the holding agency as provided in iitle 2, above, regardless of whether the property At 
is (1) occupied by the holding agency, (2) on loan to another agency, or (3) being | gle 
disposed of by another agency. “Yel 
n case a holding agency h*s been officially advised that a portion of anjx | el 
stallation (which had been deter ined to be excess or surplus) has been transferred Bl 
or sold since the inventory date of the p-evious report, it shall sub it an adjusted | that 
report on GSA For™ 1166, covering the remainder of the instellation reteined . 
by the holding agency. oP 
Similarly, a report shall be sub~ itted by the former holding ageney on GS4 B 
Form 1166, where »n entire installviion h s been transferred or sold sinee the | the 
inventory date of the previous report. However, in such a case, the only entries | holt 
required shall be the identifying dts, evlled for in blocks 1 through 10, and an B 
appropriate notation, in block 26, “Re~arks,” regording the transfer or sale or f 
of the installation. an ij 
Upon the official advice of the transfer of excess property between Federal | mit 
agencies, the recipient agency shell repor: such transfer as newly acquired prop i 
erty. For purposes of this inventory, che recipient agency shall use the original | jny 
cost to the Federal Govern™ent, adjusted for subsequent capital chonges, and int 
other pertinent data pertrining to the instsiletion, based on the records of the | jnt 
transferring agency. Estirates sh-ll be ' ade, as required, when the records I 
of the transferring agency are inco™plete. the 
In the case of an instellation previously reported which has had no changes req 
since the previous report, but where changes (increases or decreases) have or 
occurred in the excess or surplus stetus of the inst&llation, in whole or in part. ] 
a report on GSA Form 1166 shall also be submitted. However, the only entries ott 
required shell be the identifying data called for in blocks 1 through 10, and an 
appropriate notation in block 26, “Remarks,” regarding the change to the excess the 
or surplus status. Reference shall be furnished, where appropriate, to the GSA Col 
control number assigned to SF 118, Report of Excess Real Property (see GSA be 
Reg. 2~[V—201.00). Of 
(1) Change in name of installation—In the ease of an installation previously for 
reported, where the only change is that in the nae of the installation, a report ag 
on GSA Form 1166 shall be submitted. However, entries shall be made only C 
for the identifying data called for in bloeks 1 through 10, using the new nae it 
block 4. An appropriate notation shall also be made under block 26 “ Remarks” 
indicating the name previously used. ’ 
2. SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF CSA FORM 1166 A 
8 
(a) Agency and property identification 
Block 1. Enter the effective date of the report. : 
Elock 2. Holding agency number.—For the purpose of identification, each 
agency shall assign a holding agency number to each installation for whieh 4 n 









separnte report is submitted. 
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Where a report reflects a change to an installation, which has been previously 
rted, the agency shall enter the same holding agency number used in the 
i rt. 
Fee e owly acquired installation is reported, the agency shall assign a new 
holding agency number to said property. - : 

Block 3. GSA control number—The GSA control number | consists of two 

, separated by a dash, The first part, comprised of 4 digits, is the agency 
igreau code, while the second part, comprised of 5 digits, is the installation 
number. These control ‘numbers are assigned by GSA. : 

If the report is for an installation previously reported, the holding agency shall 
fj in the “GSA control number’ for that installation, using the sane controi 
qumber shown on the GSA machine listing of installations as of the letest inven- 
tory furnished to each reporting agency by the General Services Administration. 
It is essential that this GSA control number be filled in by the reporting agenev 
w that the current report can be identified with the corresponding report 
previously submitted. 

Where an installation is reported for the first tine, this block shell not be 
filed in by the reporting agency. 

Block 4. Name of property.—Enter the name assigned to the installation or 
facility being reported such as: United States Customshouse, Fort Bragg, Rock 
Jdand Arsenal, ete. In case an installation is located in more than one Stete, 9 
separate report is required to cover the portion of the installation located in e*ch 
Sate. Insuch case, the name of the State shall be entered in this block after the 
name of the property. 

Abbreviate the name of the property, where necessary, so that it will not exceed 
% letters (count each space between numbers or words as a letter). For example, 
“Yellowstone National Park’? which has 25 letters should be abbreviated to 
“Yellowstone Nat Park.” 

Block 5. Holding agency.— Enter in this block the name of the holding agency; 
that is, the department, commission, administration, or authority. For exa™ple, 
Department of Commerce, Atomic Energy Commission, Veterans’ Administration, 
Bi Giiience Valley Authority. 

Block 6. Bureau or other major organization.—Enter in this block the name of 
the reporting bureau, or other comparable major organizational unit, within the 
holiing agency. For example: National Bureau of Standards. 

Block 7. State or country.—Enter the name of the State, United States Territory 
or possession, or foreign country in which the real property is located. Where 
an installation is located in more than one State, a separate report shall be sub- 
mitted to cover the portion of the installation located in each State. 

Block 8. City or town.—Enter the name of the city, or town (where appropriate), 
in which, or near which, the property is located, provided the nearby citv is located 
inthe same State, United States Territory, possession,or foreign country entered 
in block 7; otherwise, do not fill in this block. 

Block 9. County—Enter the county or counties, parish or parishes, in which 
the reported property is located. (Separate reports for each county are not 
required.) If space is insufficient, complete the list under ‘‘Remarks,”’ Block 26, 
or on the reverse of the form. 

Block 10. Street address.—Enter the street address, RFD, route number, or 
other local designation where appropriate. 

Geographical code-—Enter the appropriate numerical code for the location of 
the installation as shown in blocks 7, 8, and 9in the following sequence: State or 
continent (2 digits), city (4 digits), county or country (3 digits). This code may 
be obtained from the publication, Geographical Location Codes, issued by the 
Office of the Comptroller, General Services Administration. It may also be 
found in the latest GSA detailed inventory tabulation furnished to each reporting 
ageney. Leave this space blank if the code is not known. (Example: Chieago, 
Cook County, TIl., will be shown as follows: ‘12—1670-031."’) 


(b) Land 

Block 11. Usage code and classification.—Enter in this block the present pre- 
dominant use and related code (see below) of the land area or site being reported. 
\ breakdown of miscellaneous secondary usages is not required. If there are 
significant secondary usages, mention thereof should be made under “‘Remarks.”’ 

In the case of an installation comprised of both Government-owned and trust 
lands, separate reports on GSA Form 1166 shall be prepared for each. 

Enter one of the following usage codes and classifications in blocks 11a and 11b, 
respectively, as appropriate: 
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Code classification Code classification , 

01 Agricultural 16 Reclamation and irrigati p 
04 Grazing 18 Flood control and aap _ 
07 Forest and wildlife 19 Vacant round 
08 Parks and historic sites 20. Institutional $500, 1 
10 Office building locations 30 Housing tion €0 
11 Military (except airfields) 40 Storage up” af 
12 Airfields 50 Industrial isi 
13. Harbor and port terminals 80 Other land ti 
15 Power development and distribu- 99 Trust land devise, 
tion. noun 





eI 


The above usage codes and classifications shall be used exclusively by al 
agencies for purposes of reporting land on GSA. Form 1166. 

If the report covers only Government-owned buildings or structures 
facilities, but the land is (1) leased, (2) held under permit, or (3) jointly held 
another agency is reporting such land, so state in this block. Give additj 
details in block 26, if necessary. However, no entries shall be made in blocks 



















12 to 16, when land is held under these conditions. a 

Block 12. Acquisition code.—-Enter the code number for the method or wild 
of acquisition of the property being reported, The codes to be entered jp buildi 
block, are as follows: 

Code No. Method of acquisition a 
1. Public domain (applicable only in United States and Alaska): (10 
2. Purchase, donation, exchange, etc. than | 
3. Life interest (applicable only in the Canal Zone and foreign countries); « | buildi 
Include under code 1, all public domain lands including those withdrawn from - 

public domain. Include under Code 2, any land acquired by purchase, do inclu 

exchange, and other methods of acquisition (other than public domain and’ itut 
interest). Include under code 3, all real. property in which the United Repo 

Government has a life interest, such as those acquired by treaty or long-te 

lease (e. g., 99 years in perpetuity, etc.) and which the holding agency, as a matte On 

of policy, considers as the equivalent to being owned by the United States, (8 
Block 13. Date(s) acquired.__knter the year in which the land was origi ment 






acquired by the Federal Government, for each method of acquisition set forth 

block 12. For public domain land withdrawals show the date of the Executive 
order or the public land order as the date of acquisition. If various portions wer 
acquired at different dates, indicate the range of dates thereof, such as ‘1910-2],” 

Blocks 14 and 15. Area—Urban and rurql.—Entries shall be made in acre 
to the nearest tenth of an acre. If acres are to be reported as a whole figure, 
enter ‘‘Q’’ to the right of the decimal, e. g., 10.0. 

Urban.—For purposes of this report, land shall be classified as urban when (1) 
located in an incorporated place of 2,500 or more, (2) in a densely settled unin- 
corporated place of 2,500 or more, or (3) in a densely settled urban fringe area 
around cities of 50,000 or more. (Reference: United States Summary an 
in volume I of the 1950 Population Census which lists urban places in each State) 

Enter in this block the area of urban land acquired by each method of 
acquisition reported in block 12, 

Rural.—Classify as rural all properties not classified as urban. Enter in this 
block the area of rural land for each method of acquisition reported in block 12, 

Block 16, Cost.—Enter the cost to the Federal Government (in thousands of 
dollars) of the land for each entry in block 12, except for (1) properties held in 
trust, (2) unreserved public domain, (3) public domain reserved for national 
forests, national parks, military installations, or other purposes, and (4) land 
acquired for historical sites other than by purchase. 

osts need not be reported for acquired lands which are intermingled with 
public domain lands and which constitute a relatively minor portion theredl, 

The cost of sites for monuments, memorials, and statues shall be» reported 
except for sites of the types deseribed in the two preceding paragraphs, _— 

The cost of items incidental to the acquisition or preparation of land for, use 
should generally be included in the cost of the land: For example— 
























Appraisal Legal fees and expenses 

Clearing Plats and surveys 

Damage to property of others Removal and relocation of the property 
Drainage of others as part of purchase contract 
Grading Removal of structures or facilities pur 
Landscaping chased, but not used 
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, land improvements to public domain lands shall be reported under 
other structures and faeilities;’’ blocks 23 and 24. 
If cost is less than $500, enter cost as.‘‘0.”’ | Costs of $500 or over, should be 
to the nearest thousand. For example: if records indicate a cost. of 
round to ‘‘1’’; similarly, enter “1” for cost of $1,200. If records for acquisi- 
an costs are not available, enter estimated costs and so indicate by the notation 
wp” after the amount. Such estimates shall be based on costs at date of original 
uisition by the Government, as adjusted by subsequent capital changes. 
imate, if not known, the “‘cost’”’ of property acquired through donation, 
forfeiture, or judicial process. This estimated ‘‘cost’’ should represent the 
tthe Government would have had to pay for the land, if purchased, at the 
date of original acquisition. 


(¢) Buildings 
Block 17. Usage code and classification.—For purposes of this report, the 
nt predominant use of a building shall govern its classification. A temporary 
ing (not demountable) on a concrete foundation shall be reported. How- 
ever, exclude temporary buildings set up pany for construction purposes. 

In the case of properties appa of both Government-owned and trust 
juildings, a separate report on GSA Form 1166 shall be prepared for the trust 

j Data called for in blocks 20, 21, and 22 shall not be reported for 
ies held in trust by the reporting agency, 

Pealdings shall be classified on the basis of the following usage categories: 

(10) Office.—If a small segment of the total area of a building is used for other 
than office space, no attempt should be made to segregate such space, Such a 
building shall be classified as an “‘office’’ building. 

(21, 22, 23, and 29) Institutional_—Buildings devoted to institutional uses, 
geh as hospitals, prisons, schools, libraries, chapels, and museums. Do not 
clude Minor emergency or health rooms, chapels, libraries, etc., which con- 
gitute only a small portion of a building used primarily for other purposes. 
Report information on lines 21, 22, 23, and 29, respectively, designated for hos- 

prisons, schools, and “‘other institutional buildings.” The latter shall 
(irae institutional buildings, such as libraries and museums. 

(30) Housing.—Buildings used primarily for dwelling purposes, such as apart- 
ment houses, single or row houses, and barracks. Includes public housing, housing 
for military personnel, housing for institutional personnel, and housing built 
primarily for personnel in various Federal agencies. 

(40) Storage.—Buildings used for storage purposes, such as warehouses, ammu- 
tition Storage, and cover sheds. Also include in this caetgory, garages used 
primarily for storage of vehicles or materials. Do not include such facilities as 
water reservoirs and oil storage tanks, which are to be reported as “Other struc- 
tures and facilities,”” blocks 23 and 24. 

Block 17. (50) Industrial.—Buildings specifically designed and used primarily 
for production, manufacturing, or developmental purposes. Include in this 
category, buildings used for the production or manufacture of ammunition, 
aircraft, ships, vehicles, electronic equipment, chemicals, aluminum, magnesium, 
ete. Also include in this category, laboratories used for industrial purposes. 
Exclude laboratories of a nonindustrial nature. 

(60) Service —Buildings used in connection with service activities, such as 
maintenance and repair shops, laundry and dry cleaning plants, post exchanges, 
sores, garages (used primarily for vehicle maintenance and repair), and airport 


(80) All other.—Buildings which cannot be classified elsewhere. Whenever 
this classification is utilized, give a brief description of use in “Remarks” block. 

(99) Trust buildings —All buildings held in trust by the reporting agency. 

Block 18. Number of buildings.—Enter the number of buildings for each appli- 
table usage classification printed in block 17. 

Block 19. Date(s) acquired.—Enter the date the building was originally ac- 
quired by the Federal Government. In eases where several buildings of the same 
lassification were acquired at different dates and are being reported on a single 
line, indicate the range of dates, such as ‘1930-1942,”’ 

k 20. Gross floor area, total square feet.—Enter the total gross floor area 
(applies to outer dimensions of the building) in square feet, for each class of build- 
ing reported. However, floor area shall not be reported for buildings held in 
trust. Include the total floor area of the building(s), regardless of any second- 
ary usages, including those areas used under permit or other arrangements by 
other occupying agencies. 
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Block 21. Gross floor area, percent occupied.—Enter the estimated percey 



















































occupancy or use for each applicable class of building printed in bloeke7, : ° 
ever, percent occupied shall not be reported for buildings held inotrust by thy 
reporting agency. y Bloc 
Buildings which are outleased 100 percent shall show the letters “OL” jy round 
column. Where only a portion of a building is outleased the percent Occupied printed 
shall be the remaining ver:entage utilized by the Federal Government. A brief Cost 
statement regarding the outlease shall be included in the remarks block, ments) 
Block 22. Cost.—Enter in this block the total cost to the Federal Governinay, Cos! 
(in thousands of dollars) for each class of building resorted. However, east and (2 
not be reported for buildings held in trust bv the renorting agenev. Costs Feders 
include the cost of auy capital improvements (additions or betterments) incurred Int 
subsequent to date of original acquisition by the Government. voted 
If the cost is less than $500, enter cost as ‘0.’’ Round other cost entries § of orig 
nearest thousand as described for block 16, above. not on 
In the absence of any recorded data as to costs, they shall be estimated andy Esti 
noted by “E” after the amount. Such estimates shall be based in costs at dap dona 
of original acquisition by the Government and not on current costs. » | should 
Estimate, if not known, the ‘“‘cost’’ of the buildings acquired through donation, oo 
exchange, devise, forfeiture, or judicial process. his estimated “cost” should 
represent the amount the Government would have had to pay for the building, ee 
if purchased, at the date of original acquisition. (e) Re 
(d) Other structures and facilities Blo 
Block 23. Usage code and class’ fication.— The various usage categories are pm he 
printed in this block. The coverage of each of these usage categories follow: oe 
Code Classification other 
13 Harbor and port facilities.—Include docks, piers, jetties, and breakwaien | on Gt 
situated on federally owned land. report 
15 Power development and distribution.—Include hydroelectric and other powe | soul 
development projects, which produce power for resale, generally consis. | repor 
ing of dams, powerhouses, etc. Transmission lines which are an integr| | tobe 
part of Federal power development: systems shall also be included eye, | Real 
though the power is produced by another Federal agency. to SF 
16 Reclamation and irrigation.—Include canals, laterals, pumping station, (7 
storage and diversion dams, etc. 
18 Flood control and navigation.—Include river improvements, revetments, Bl 
dikes, docks, navigational aids, etc., situated on federally owned land fleet 
10 Storage (other than buildings).—Include storage tanks, silos, igloos, under | “= 
gro''nd vaults, open storage areas (improved only), ete. a she 
50 Jndustrial.—Include facilities other than buildings used for production, | YP* 
manufact ring or developmental purposes, such as sliding shipways | (ae! 
retaining basins, pipelines, ete. 1 
71 Utility systems (heating, sewage, water, and electrical systems).—Under ths 
category, beating, sewage, water, and electrical systems are revortel 
when they serve several buildings and structures of an_ installation. 2 
Where thev serve a single b»ilding, which is reported separately, the cost 
of such utility systems shall be included in the cost of the building. 3 
This usege category for “utility svstems’’ includes heating plants and relate 
steam an‘ gas lines; sewage disposal plants, storm and sanitery sewer lines; water 
treatment plants, wells, p:mphonses, reservoirs, and pipelines; and, electrical 4 
substations, stan ‘by or auxiliery powerplants, lighting structures, and conduits. 
Struct'ires an 1 facilities utilized by an installation in the production of its om 
power requirements (not for resale) shall be included in this categorv. 
Code Classification ) 
72 Communication systems.—Include telephone and telegraph lines, rad] 
towers, etc. for 
76 Roads and bridges.—Include federally owned highways, roads, related B 
culverts and connecting bridges. Also inelude roads within nationl | gj. 
parks and forests and other Federal institutions. d B 
77 ~=Railroads.—Include tracks and bridges, tunnels, fuel and water stations, 
ete., servicing railroa’s. ; 
78 Monuments and memorials.—Include all Federal monuments, memorial 
and statues. 
79 Miscellaneous military facilities.—Include all structures and facilities 0 





the Department of Defense (military functions) not ineluded in avy 
other classification. 
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80 Other.—Include sidewalks, parking areas, fences, trails, ete., which eannot 
be readily classified under the above categories. 


Fes 


Block 24. Costs.— Enter in this block the total cost to the Federal Government 
(rounded to the nearest thousand dollars) opposite each applicable usage category 
inted in block 23. wax Es vi 

Costs shall include the cost of any capital improvements (additions or better- 
ments) incurred subsequent to the date of acquisition. oe 

osts shall not be reported for (1) other structures and facilities held in trust, 
yd (2) historic structures, monuments, memorials and statues donated to the 

Government. 

In the absence of any recorded data as to costs, they shall be estimated and so 
woted by “E”’ after the amount. Such estimates shall be based on costs at date 
goriginal acquisition by the Government, adjusted for subsequent changes, and 
not on current costs. ; 

Estimate, if not known, the ‘‘cost’’ of structures and facilities acquired through 
donation, exchange, devise, forfeiture, or judicial process. This estimated ‘“eost” 
sould represent the amount the Government would have had to pay for the 
dructires or facilities, if purchased, at the date of original acquisition. 

Block 25. Total cost: Land, buildings, other structures and facilities.—Enter the 
gm of the totals of blocks 16, 22, and 24. 


() Remarks 

Block 26. If it is necessary to clarify or expand any entries beyond the space 

vided in the various blocks, make such notations in this block, or on the reverse 
of the form. 

Indicate in this block whether the installation being reported is being used by 
other than the reporting agency. In the event that an installation being reported 
om GSA form 1166 is considered as excess, in whole or in part, to the needs of the 

ing agency suitable notation shall be made in this block. This notation 
should indicate whether such installation, or portion thereof, has been or is being 
ported as excess to the General Services Administration or has been determined 
tobe surplus in accordance with the provisions of GSA Regulations, title 2, on 
Real Property Management. Where possible, the GSA control number assigned 
to $F 118, report of excess real property, shall be furnished. 


= ZEE2 #27 


SES Se 


(f) Type of transaction 


Block 27. Type of transaction.—Check the appropriate box in block 27 to re 
fect the nature of the real property change for each installation between the 
current and the prior inventory report. Where practicable, include in ‘Remarks’ 
ashort notation giving an explanation of the change. A description of the form 
types of transactions follows: 

Code No. Description 

1 New acquisition —Include newly acquired installations obtained by pur- 
chase, construction, etc. Partial additions to installations previously 
reported shall be included under code 4, below. 

2 Omission.—Include only complete installations which were erroneously 
omitted from the inventory for the prior fiscal vear. 

3 Dispositions —Include installations completely disposed of through sale, 
donation, exchange, or other disposition to private citizens and organi- 
zations or to State and local governments. 

4 Revisions —Include all changes not covered by one of the above codes, 
This includes partial acquisitions or dispositions to installations pre- 
viously reported, capital improvements, writeoffs, corrections to prior 
year’s reports, ete. Also include interagency and intra-agency transfers. 


(9) Signature and date 


Block 28. Prepared by.—Type in the name and title of the official responsible 
for the preparation of this report. 

Block 29. Signature.—The official designated in block 28 shall sign his name in 
this block. 

Block 30. Date.—Enter the date on which the report was prepared 
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ATTACHMENT 2 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SUMMARY OF NUMBER OF INSTALLATIONS : , as. 
l OWNED BY U. S. GOVERNMENT 


(Por Instructions see GSA Circular No. 80) to 


REPORTS ADJUSTING THOSE SUBMITTED IN PRIOR YEARS (EXCLUDE THose om ind 
Line 2) Un 


oa |" 
s 


TE GAnIC: 
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(Attachment 2a) 


[nsTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF GSA Form 1209 Summary or NuMBER oF 
INSTALLATIONS OWNED BY THE UNITED States GOVERNMENT 


1. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


This Summary of Number of Installations Owned by the United States Govern- 
ment shall be prepared on GSA Form 1209 by each holding ageney for each bureau 
or other organizational unit, whether or not;sueh agency is required: to submit 
GSA Form 1166 for its real property. A separate’ GSA- Form 1209 shall be 

for each bureau or other comparable major organizational unit covering 
a) properties in the United States, and (b) properties outside the United States. 
An original and one carbon of these forms shall be submitted to the General 
Services Administration by September 1, as of June 30, each fiscal year, accom- 

fied by the related GSA Forms 1166, where appropriate. The GSA Form 1209 
f intended to provide a reconcilitation between the number of installations pre- 
yiously reported and the number of installations as of the new inventory date, 
to avoid omissions or duplications in the inventory. 


g, SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF THIS SUMMARY FOLLOW: 


(a) Summary identification —Place a check mark in the appropriate box to 
indicate whether the accompanying GSA Forms 1166 cover properties in the 
United States or outside the United States. Enter the effective date of the 


rt. 

PT) Holding agency.—Enter in this block the name of the holding agency, that 
the department, commission, administration, or authority. For example: 
partment of Commerce, Atomic Energy Commission, Veterans’ Administra- 

tion, or Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(c) Bureau or other major organizational unit.—Enter on this line the name of 
the bureau or other comparable major organizational unit within the holding 
agency. For example: National Bureau of Standards, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, etc. 

(d) Line entries.— 

Line 1. Enter on this line the number of installations previously reported as of 
the.end of the prior fiscal year. This number must agree with that shown in the 
detailed machine listings of the previous inventory reports, copies of which have 
been furnished by the General Services Administration to each holding agency. 

Line 2. Enter on this line (in both columns) the number of installations pre- 
viously reported which have been completely disposed of since the submission 
of the previous report. 

Line 3. Enter on this line (in both columns) the number of reports (GSA 
Forms 1166) affecting installations previously reported and remaining in the 
inventory for which changes have occurred during the fiscal year. 

Line 4. Enter on this line the number of installations previously reported, 
which have had no changes requiring the submission of a revised GSA Form 1166. 

Line 5. Enter on this line (in both columns) the number of reports for newly 
acquired installations not previously reported to the General Services Adminis- 
tration by the present holding agency. 

Line 6. Enter on this line the sum of lines 3, 4, and 5. This number repre- 
sents the total number of installations controlled by the reporting agency as of 
the inventory date. 

Line-7. Enter on thisline the sum_of lines 2, 3, and.5.. This sum represents 
the total number of GSA Forms 1166 currently being submitted. 

(e) Remarks.—Give a brief résumé of major changes since the last inventory 
or of any significant trends which may be included in a report to the Congress to 
present the agency’s viewpoint on real property changes. 

(fy Signature and date.— 

Prepared by.—Type in the name and title of the official responsible for the 
preparation of the report. 
ignature.—The official designated as responsible for the preparation of 
the report shall sign his name in this block. 
Date.—Enter date on which the report was prepared. 
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[ysTRU4 


ATTACHMENT 3 


OTHER INST. USES 
HOUSING 

STORAGE 
INDUSTRIAL 


anaes in Remar 


OTHER STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES 
17. aon > he AT RIGHT IF RENTAL COVERS OTHER STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES AND IF CHECKED, COMPLETE i ] 


@. USAGE CLASSIFICATION OF OTHER STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES 


LEASE TERMS 
ua sepere covers ors 1 lease complete all Store in this section. If report covers 2 or more leases ceuplote only blocks 19 and 23, 


i oul m, hoa 
a EARS 
4. REMAR! i 
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(Attachment 3a) 






[ysTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF GSA Form 1166A ANNUAL ReEporT oF 
Reat Property Leasep tro Unirep States GoveERNMENT 









1. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


a) Preparation of reports 

GSA Form No. 1166A, Annual Report of Real Property Leased to United 
States Government, shall be prepared annually by all holding agencies, covering 
their leased real property as of June 30 of each year. This report shall include 
ail real property leased to the United States Government from private individuals 
and organizations, and from municipal, county, State, and foreign governments, 
ys evidenced by a written agreement involving a monetary consideration and a 
jandlord-tenant relationship. It shall also inelude right of use and occupancy 
obtained under eminent domain proceedings or equivalent procedures. 

Leases which are rent free or for nominal rental shall be excluded, except that 
reports shall be submitted for property which is significant or where the lease 
specifies payment to the lessor for utilities and/or services. Also exclude ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, encroachments, and real property occupied under permit 
or other arrangements with other Federal Government agencies or wholly owned 
Federal Government corporations. Examples of properties to be excluded are: 
(I) building space and/or land made available to the Federal Government, rent 
free, or for nominal payment, such as rooms in courthouses, county buildings, 
and universities; and (2) land upon which the Government has been granted an 
easement, right-of-way, or permit to place power transmission lines, gaging 
stations, fire lookout towers, revetments, ete. 
















(b\) Holding agency 

For purposes of the inventory of leased properties, the holding agency is the 
one currently administering the lease and making rental payments to the lessor, 
regardless of which agency made the original lease or is currently using the 
property. 

(c) Reporting entity 

Real property leased to the United States shall be reported in the following 
manner : 

(1) Land and improvements._-An installation consisting of land and one or 
more buildings, such as a supply depot, a consulate, ete., shall be considered as 
an individual reporting entity, excent where the installation is located in more 
than one State. In the case of an installation located in more than one State, 
the portion located in each State shall be considered as an individual reporting 
entity. 

(2) Land only.—An installation may consist of land only. This category in- 
cludes unimproved leased lands, as well as leased land upon which federally 
owned buildings or other improvements have been constructed or are under con- 
structed. (The Federal agency controlling buildings and other structures owned 
by the United States Government on leased land shall report them on GSA form 
1166.) An installation consisting of land only shall be reported as follows: 

(a) Annual renta! of $500 or more.—Each installation consist’ng of land 
only with an annual rental of $500 or over shall be considered an indiv'dual 
reporting entity and the subject of a separate report. 

(b) Annual rental less than $500.—Leases for land only with an annual 
rental rate less than $500 may be combined by location in a single report 
with all similar leases, as listed below: 

(1) Major city in the United States. (See attach nent 5.) 
(2) State (excluding land in major cities). 
(3) United States Territory or possession, or foreign country. 

(3) Lease-purchase property.— Suildings constructe.. under lease-purchase agree- 
ment shall be considered as leased property and shall be the subject of a separate 
report during the life of the lease. 

(4) Buildings and portions thereof. —Leases for bui.dings or portions of buildings 
shall be reported, as follows: 

(a) Annual rental of $2,000 or more.—Each lease executed for a single 
building, or portion of a building, such as an office building, post office, or 

warehouse, with an annual rental of $2,000 or over, shall be considered an 
individual reporting entity and the subject of a separate report. 
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(b) Annual rental less than $2,000.—Leases executed for a single build; 
or portion of a building, with an annual rental rate less than $2,000 ma be 
combined by location in a single report withall similar leases, as listed low: 

(1) Major city in the United States. (See attachment 5.) ; 

(2) State (excluding leases for buildings or portions of buildings jy 

major cities) . 
(3) United States Territory or possession, or foreign country, 
When GSA Form 1166A: Annual Report of Real Property Leased to Uniteg 
States Government, covers a consolidation of several leases; the agency files sh 
have data readily available showing the identification of each individual leased 
proper: This data shall be made available to GSA representatives, whey 
required. 
2. SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 


(a) Date, agency, and property identification 
Block 1. Enter effective date of the report. 
Block 2. Holding agency No.—For the purpose of identification each agency 

shall assign a number for each report submitted. 

Block 3. GSA control No.—Leave this space blank. For use by General 
Services Administration only. 

Block 4. Name of property—Enter the commonly used name for the pro 
being reported, such as United States post office, American Embassy, Watkins 
Building, etc. Where a building has no name use the street address or other 
local designation. 

Abbreviate name, where necessary, so that it will not exceed 23 letters (count 
each 7 between numbers or words as a letter). For example, “First National 
mr a uilding’”’ which has 28 letters, should be abbreviated to “First Nat Bank 

g”’. 

Block 5. Holding agency.—Enter the name of the holding agency; that is, the 
controlling department, commission, administration, or authority. For example: 
Department of Commerce, Atomic Energy Commission, Veterans’ Administra. 
tion, or Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Block 6. Bureau or other major organization.—Enter the name of the reporting 
bureau, or comparable major organizational unit, within the holding agency; for 
example, National Bureau of Standards. 


(b) Location 


Block 7. State or country—For leased property located in the United States, 
enter the name of the State in which the real property is located. (Where an 
installation is located in more than one State, a separate report shall be submitted 
to cover the portion of the installation located in each State.) 

Block 8. City or town.—Enter the name of the city, or town, in which, or near 
which, the property is located, provided the nearby city is located in the same 
State entered in Block 7. Otherwise, enter “None.” 

Block 9. County.—Enter the county or counties, parish or parishes, in which 
the reported property is located. (Separate reports for each county in the same 
State are not required.) If space is insufficient, complete the list under “Re- 
marks,” block 24, or on the reverse of the form. 

Block 10. Street address.—Enter the street address, RFD, route number, or 
other local designation where appropriate. Where the street address is used as 
the building name this block may be left. blank. 

Geographical code.—Enter the appropriate numerical code for the location of the 
installation as shown in blocks, 7, 8, and 9. in the following sequences: State or 
continent (2 digits), city (4 digits), county or country (3 digits), This code may 
be obtained from the publication, Geographical Location Codes, issued by the 
Office of the Comptroller, General Services Administration. It may also be found 
in the latest GSA detailed inventory tabulation furnished to each reporting 
agency. Leave this space blank if the code is not known. (Example: Chicago, 
Cook County, IIl., will be shown as follows: ‘'12—-1670—031.’’) 


(c) Land 


Block 11. Usage code and classification —Enter in this block the present pre- 
dominant use and related code of the land area or site being reported. A break- 
down by se¢ondary usages is not required. 

The usage ¢odes and classifications applicable to the federally owned real prop- 
erty, defined in attachment 1a, shall be used exclusively by all agencies for pur- 
poses of reporting leased land on this form. 

Blocks 12 and 13. Area—Urban and rural.—Land will be reported only when 
specifically provided for in a lease. Easement, rights-of-way, and encroach- 
ments will be excluded. Enter the total acreage for each usage code reported in 
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k 11, rounded off to the nearest tenth of anacre. If the acreage to be reported 
ga whole number, enter “0” to the right of the decimal, e. g., 10.0. 
Urban.—For purposes of this report, land shall be classified as urban when 
(1) jocated in an incorporated place of 2,500 or more, (2) in a densely settled unin- 
rated place of 2,500 or more, or (3) in a densely settled urban fringe area 
ground cities of 50,000 or more. (Reference: United States summary and maps 
jnvolume I of the 1950 Population Census, whigh lists urban places in each State.) 
Rater in this block the total acreage of urban land acquired for each usage category 
in block tt. . 
Rural.—Classify as rural all properties not covered under “Urban” as defined 
above. Enter in this block the total acreage of rural land for each usage category 
reported in block 11. IMM ASV 


(@ Buildings o-erneael 
Block 14. Usage code and classification.—For purposes of this report, the 
ent predominant use of the space in each leased building location shall govern 
fr classification. 
_Jeased—buildings shall_be elassified on the same basis as federally owned build- 
ings; except for post offices. Buildings or portions of buildings leased for use as 
post offices should be reported under code 14—post office. Applicable definitions 
fall usage categories, other than post offices, are contained in attachment la. 
Block 15. Number of locations.—Enter the number of building locations for 
gach applicable usage classification printed in block 14. 

k 16. Floor area leased—Total square feet.—Enter the square feet of floor 
grea under lease for each class of building reported. Include the total floor area 
wnder-lease, regardless of any secondary usages or areas used by other occupying 
agencies under permit or other arrangements. 


(¢) Other structures and facilities 


Block t7> Place a check mark in the-space provided in block 17 if the lease 
provides for’ the rental of any structures facilities. 

Block 18: Enter the usage classification and a brief description of leased 
structures or other facilities. The usage classification applicable to the federally 
owned real property defined in attachment la, paragraph 2d, shall also be used 
exclusively for reporting leased structures and facilities in this block. 


(f) Lease terms 
When the report covers a single lease, entries shall be made in blocks 19 through 


When a consolidated report is made covering several leases within the same 
installation, State, country, or city, entries shall be made only in blocks 19 and 23. 

Block 19. Number of leases.—Enter the number of leases included in this report. 

Block 20. Effective date-—Enter the numerical designation for the month and 
year that the lease became effective, e. g. 06-1941 for June 1941. 

Block 21. Expiration date-—Enter the numerical designation for the month 
and year that the lease will terminate, e. g. 12-1959 for December 1959. If any 
option has been exercised, the expiration date of the extended period shall be 
used. In no case shall this date be prior to the effective date of this report. 
When the expiration date of the lease is indefinite, such as in a month to month, 
or year to year lease, enter 99-9999. 

Block 22. Period renewal option.—When the lease agreement provides that 
the United States Government may renew the lease at the expiration thereof, 
enter the renewal period rounded off to the nearest whole year. If there are no 
renewal provisions or if the renewal provisions are for less than 6 months, enter 
*X”. If there is a renewal option, but for an indefinite period enter “01”’. 

“Btock -23;5-Annnnt rentat-rate.— Enter theannual rental Fite to thé nearest 
whole dollar for the leased property. Where the rental period is less than 1 year 
or where the rental is paid on a monthly, daily, or other than an annual basis, 
convertthe rate to an annual basis. 


(9) Remarks 


Block 24. Remarks.—If it is necessary to clarify or expand any entries beyond 
the space provided in the various blocks, make such notations in this block and 
continue, as necessary, on the reverse of the form. 

(h) Signature and date 

Block 25. Prepared by.—Type in the name and title of the official responsible 
for the preparation of the report. 

_ Block 26. Signature.—The official designated in block 25 shall sign his name 
in this block. 

Block 27. Date.—Enter the date on which the report was prepared. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF PROPERTIES 
LEASED TO U.S. GOVERNMENT 


(For Instructions see GSA Circular No. 80) 
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(Attachment 4a) 


[ysTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF GSA Form 1209A, Comparative Sum- 
MARY OF PROPERTIES LEASED TO THE UNITED STaTEs GOVERNMENT 


1. GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


This Comparative Summary of Properties Leased to the United States Gov- 
gmment, shall be prepared on GSA Form 1209A by each holding ageney for 
ach bureau or comparable major organizational unit. A separate GSA Form 
(209A shall be prepared covering leased real property (a) in the United States 
and (b) outside the United States. An original and one copy of this form shall be 
submitted to the General Services Administration by September 15, as of June 
30 of each fiscal year, accompanied by the related GSA Forms 1166A. The GSA 
form 1209A is intended to provide (a) control over individual inventory reports 
on leased properties submitted on GSA Form 1166A for the current vear, and 
()) a comparison between data previously reported and the current report to 
show data concerning changes in leases between inventory reports. 


2. SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 
(@) Summary identification 


Check the applicable block in the upper right-hand corner of the form to 
indicate if the summary is for real property located (a) in the United States, or 
() outside the United States. Complete the fiscal year dates of the report. 


(0) Agency and bureau identification 


Holding agency.—Enter in this block the name of the holding agency, that is, 
the controlling department, commission, administration, or authority. For 
aample, Department of Commerce, Atomic Energy Commission, Veterans’ 
Administration, or Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Bureau or other major organization.—Enter in this block the name of the bureau, 
or comparable major organizational unit, within the holding agency; for example, 
National Bureau of Standards. 


(c) Summary data 


Column (c) current GSA Forms 1166A.—This column will contain a summariza- 
tion and consolidation of statistics included in the annual reports of real property 
leased to United States Government, GSA Forms No. 1166A, submitted for the 
current inventory. Data for each line of this column will be entered as deseribed 
below. 

Line 1. Enter the number of GSA forms No. 1166A submitted in the current 
report. 

Sine 2. Enter the total number of leases in effect on the inventory date, by 
adding the entries in block 19 of all GSA forms 1166A submitted. 

Line 3. Enter the total acreage leased by the bureau, or comparable major 
organizatior al unit, by adding the totals of blocks 12 and 13 of all GSA forms 
1166A submitted. 

Line 4. Enter the total number of building locations leased by the reporting 
organization by adding the entries in block 15 on all GSA forms 1166A submitted. 

ine 5. Enter the total square feet of floor area leased by adding the totals of 
block 16 of all GSA forms No. 1166A submitted. 

Line 6. Enter on this line the total annual rental reported for leased real prop- 
ety by adding the entries in block 23 of all GSA forms 1166A submitted. 

Column (d) prior GSA forms 1166A.—This column will not be completed for 
the first year an agency submits its report. Data for completion of this column 
will be obtained from column (c) of GSA form 1209A submitted for the previous 
year’s invento~y report. 

Column (e) difference.—On each line enter the result of column (¢) minus col- 
umn (d). Enter negative quantities in parentheses, thus, ‘‘(2).”’ Column (e) 
will not be completed for the initial report submitted by an ageney. 

(d) Signature and date 

Prepared by.—Type in the name and title of the official responsible for the 

preparation of the report. 
ignature.—The official designated as responsible for the preparation of the re- 
port shall sign his name in this block. 

Date-—Enter date on which the report was prepared. 

(e) Remarks 


Any significant fiscal year difference should be explained or commented on in 
this block. When as a result of a new program, or termination of an old program, 
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an agency’s leasing activity changes, the cause thereof should be noted, 
erty management activities of a bureau or other major organization, which 


in net economies to the Government should be noted. 


Program plans which ywilj 


affect future leasing operations should also be’ noted. Any items which the 
bureau believes would interest the Congress, regulatory executive agencies, or the 
general public should be recorded in this block. 


Alabama: 
Birmingham 
Montgomery 
Tuscaloosa 

Arizona: 
Phoenix 

Arkansas: 

Little Rock 

California: 
Fresno 
Los Angeles 
Oaklan 
Sacramento 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Santa Barbara 

Colorado: 
Denver 

Connecticut: 
Bridgeport 
Hartford 
New Haven 

Delaware: 
Wilmington 

Florida: 
Jacksonville 
Miami 

Georgia: 
Atlanta 
Columbus 
Macon 
Savannah 

Idaho: 

Boise 

Tilinois: 

Aurora 
Chicago 
Springfield 
Waukegan 

Indiana: 
Indianapolis 
South Bend 


a: 
Council Bluffs 
Des Moines 
Sioux City 

Kansas; 

Kansas City 
Topeka 
Wichita 
Kentucky: 
Lexington 
Louisville 

Louisiana: 

New Orleans 

Shreveport 
Maryland: 
Baltimore 


Tow. 


Attachment 5 
Masor Cities 


Massachusetts: 
Boston 
Lowell 
Lynn 
New Bedford 
Springfield 

orcester 

Michigan: 
Detroit 
Grand Rapids 
Lansing 

Minnesota: 
Minneapolis 
St. Paul 

Mississippi: 
Jackson 

Missouri: 
Kansas City 
St. Joseph 
St. Louis 
Springfield 

Montana: 
Billings 
Butte 
Great Falls 

Nebraska: 
Lincoln 
Omaha 

New Hampshire: 
Manchester 

New Jersey: 
Camden 
Newark 
Trenton 

New Mexico: 
Albuquerque 

New York: 
Albany 
Buffalo 
New York City 
Rochester 
Syracuse 

North, Carolina: 
Charlotte 
Greensboro 
Raleigh 
Winston Salem 

North Dakota: 
Fargo 

Ohio: 

Akron 
Canton 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Dayton 
Toledo 
Youngstown 


Oklahoma: 
Oklahoma City 
Oregon: 
Portland 
Pennsylvania: 
Allentown 
Harrisburg 
Philadelphia 
Pittsburgh 
Reading 
Scranton 
Wilkes Barre 
Rhode Island: 
Providence 
South Carolina: 
Columbia 
Greenville 
Spartansburg 
Tennessee: 
Chattanooga 
Knoxville 
Nashville 
Memphis 
Texas: 
Austin 
Beaumont 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
E] Paso 
Fort Worth 
Galveston 
Houston 
San Antonio 
Waco 
Utah: 
Salt Lake City 
Virginia: 
Lynchburg 
Norfolk 
Richmond 
Roanoke 
Washington: 
Everett 
Seattle 
Spokane 
acoma 
Yakima 
West Virginia: 
Huntington 
Wisconsin: 
Madison 
Milwaukee 
The District of Columbia 
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[From the Congressional Record, April 13, 1955] 
Exursit No. 2 
InvENTORY ReEporT ON FEDERAL REAL Property (S. Doc. No. 32) 


Mr. Hayvpen. Mr. President, at a meeting of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions on Tuesday, April 12, it was recommended that a committee print of a 
yewly compiled inventory of Federal real property, ay saree by the General 
services Administration at the request of the committee, printed as a Senate 
document. I present the committee print for that purpose. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
genator from Arizona? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Haypen. I also ask that the correspondence relating to the report, together 
yith a press release and fact sheet on the inventory, be printed as a part of my 

ks. 
orhere being no objection, the correspondence, press release, and fact sheet were 
gdered to be printed in the Record, as follows: 


GENERAL Services ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., March 25, 1956. 
Hon. Cant HaypeEn, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Haypen: We are pleased to submit the attached report cover- 
ing the inventory of Federal real property in the continental United States as of 
December 31, 1953. 

This report has been prepared pursuant to the committee’s request in report 
No. 237, dated May 12, 1953, covering the first. independent offices appropriations 
ill, 1954. 
this has been no small task. The report consolidates 11,493 reports on individ- 
ual Federal installations with a total cost of $30.2 billion, with no value on land in 
the public domain. 

e believe the effort well worth while. It gives the Government an inventory 
which can be maintained on a current basis. It will be useful in many ways; and, 
will help the Government attain the objectives set forth on page 2 of the report— 
not the least of which is to facilitate disposal of surplus property and thereby 
increase revenues and decrease expenditures. 

Every effort has been made to achieve maximum accuracy. However, it would 
be improper to assume that a report of this magnitude—particularly the first 
oné—contains no discrepancies. Additional work is needed to refine the data and 
the records of the holding agencies from which the data is obtained. 

Pursuant to the committee’s request, GSA, in cooperation with the General 
Accounting Office, is working on the development of a reporting system which 
will maintain the inventory on a current basis. 

The report could not have been prepared without the splendid cooperation of all 
participating agencies. Submission of the report at this time would not have been 
possible without the helpful cooperation of the Bureau of the Census. 

Finally, we wish to express our appreciation to Mr. Earl Cooper, of the com- 
mittee’s staff, whose counsel and assistance has been invaluable. 

Cordially yours, 
E. F. Mansure, 
Administrator. 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
March 25, 1985. 
Hon. Epmunp F. MANnsure, 
Administrator of General Services, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Mansure: The committee is in receipt of the Report on Federal 
Real Property in the United States as of December 31, 1953, prepared by your 
Administration pursuant to the committee’s request. 
Examination of the report reveals much information of value in all phasés of the 
operation of this huge business we call the Federal Government. The extent of 
the usefulness of the inventory is indicated in the major objectives listed to— 
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(a) Facilitate disposal of surplus property and thereby increasing revenue to the 
Government, as well as decreasing maintenance and realty costs; 

(b) Restore property to private ownership and thus increase the opportunity 
for its productive use, especially as a source of employment; 

(c) Return such properties to the tax rolls of State and local governments: 

(d) Effeet economies in acquisitions by purchase or lease and in construction 
and operation; 

(e) Facilitate the preparation of budgets by individual agencies; 

(f) Assist in the intelligent evaluation and appraisal of budgetary requests, ang 

(g) Achieve maximum control over and utilization of real property. 

Now that the inventory has been compiled to this point, the committee yp. 
quests that a second report be compiled as of June 30, 1955, to be Issued ag g 
Senate document in January 1956, and that the reporting procedures and com. 
pilations be continued as of the end of each fiscal year thereafter. 

The summary report, with supporting charts and tables, is being issued as 4 
Senate document and made available to all Federal agencies as well as to the 
public generally. We recommend that a set of the electric accounting machine 
detail data sheets be furnished to the Senate and House Appropriations Com. 
mittees and to the reporting agency, and that file and working copies of these 
sheets will be available also in your Administration for reference. 

The committee also strongly urges that you, as Administrator of General Servi 
in conjunction with the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, see to it that the 
areal information is made available to each agency, as well as each part of an 
agency that may be concerned, with specific instructions as to the method of ob. 
taining and the use to be made of the inventory information. 

The committee believes that each agency of the Government should make 
good use of this inventory, in order to consider well if suitable space or facilities 
may be already available to the Government, before requesting to spend money 
in making further acquisitions. It would seem that resulting economies must 
certainly reward such vigilance. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Cart HaypeEn, 
StryLes Brivcey 





Senator Carl Hayden, chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, United 
States Senate, announced today that General Services Administration hag 
compiled an inventory of federally owned real property in the continental 
United States. 

The inventory, prepared at the request of the committee, lists in detail all 
land, buildings, and other structures and facilities owned by the United States 
or Government-owned corporations on December 31, 1953. 

The announcement was accompanied by publication of an inventory report on 
Federal real property in the United States, summarizing inventory findings 
snbenvied to the committee by Edmund F. Mansure, Administrator of General 

ervices. 

In announcing completion of the inventory, Senator Hayden commented in 
behalf of the committee: 

‘‘This inventory report is a fine tribute to the memory of Senator Maybank, 
as well as a mark of achievement for Senator Saltonstall. These capable leaders 
of the Subcommittee on Independent Offices Appropriations recognized the need 
for the inventory, when it was brought out during hearings on the 1954 appro- 
priation bill, that no attempt had been made since 1937 to compile one. They 
caused a request for this compilation to be placed in the Senate comittee report 
on the independent offices bill, and there now is established what the Government 
owns in real estate in the United States. 

‘‘We now have thousands of facts reported and compiled in orderly form. 
The report reveals what the Government owns, what it cost, what it is used for, 
and what agency uses it. This array of information replaces previous inadequate, 
piecemeal glimpses of the huge Federal holdings. 

“The inventory will prove invaluable. Both the executive and legislative 
branches will find the information indispensable in managing Federal property 
in the best interest of the Nation. 

“With the inventory in hand, we are in position to achieve greater economy 
in the Government and make greater savings for taxpayers. hese inventory 
facts and figures will help assure maximum control and utilization of property 
now in Federal ownership and avoid unnecessary new acquisitions and neW 
construction. Specific property information will encourage economical budgets 
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by helping executive agencies prepare requests to fit their needs and by assisting 
Congress in evaluating those requests. 

“In addition to these benefits, the inventory provides a tool which will be 
yseful in locating Federal holdings no longer needed to serve the public interest. 
4s an aid in identifying additional surplus, the inventory will help eliminate 
ynnecessary maintenance costs, bring additional revenue to the Treasury from 
gales, and restore property to real estate tax rolls to the benefit of State and 
local governments. Returning property to private ownership, moreover, will 
enhance the opportunity for its productive use as a source of employment. 

“This body of information, uniformly brought together in one place, is a gen- 
yine contribution to knowing and understanding the Government of the United 
States. It supplies a heretofore unavailable source of facts necessary in consider- 
ing many issues of modern-day government. The benefits of this work will be 
yaluable to Federal, State, and local governments, taxpayers of all kinds, indus- 
try and labor, and lastly, research. The inventory represents a major achievement 
jn the operation of the Federal Government. 

“The committee acknowledges with appreciation the service performed by 
General Services Administration in compiling the inventory in cooperation with 
the General Accounting Office, the Bureau of the Census, and the Federal agencies 
which supplied the basic facts. 

“The committee has requested that continuing reports be issued for each fiscal 
year hereafter.” 


FACT SHEET ON INVENTORY AND REPORT 


Nore.—The information below highlights the chief findings in the GSA sum- 
mary of the Federal real property inventory and sets forth rules used in collect- 
ing the data. The inventory covers all holdings of the Federal Government and 
its wholly owned corporations in continental United States, including the 
District of Columbia, but does not embrace real property owned by the District 
government. 

Federal real property in the United States represents a total acquisition cost 
of $30.2 billion. This is the sum total of the cost of all property acquired since 
1789 and still in Federal ownership on the inventory day, December 31, 1953, 
with one major exclusion from the cost total. 

The principal excluded items consist of the land in the public domain, lands 
withdrawn for national parks, national forests, and other conservation uses, and 
historical sites acquired other than by purchase. Properties held in trust by 
the United States, mainly Indian tribal lands, are likewise excluded. 

Acquisition cost represents the actual cost, plus later improvements at their 
cost, or the estimated cost at time of acquisition. 

The holdings are presented and summarized under three major types of realty: 

Land: The United States owns 405.1 million acres, about 21 percent of the 
Nation’s continental land area. Public domain, including national forests and 
parks, represents the bulk of the holdings—346.6 million acres in all. The bal- 
ance, 58.5 million acres with an acquisition cost of $2.2 billion, consists of lands 
acquired by purchase or other methods. Trust properties amounting to 56 
million acres are excluded from the acreage as well as the cost total. 

Buildings: The United States owns 428,786 buildings with a total floor area of 
2.2 billion square feet and an acquisition cost of $14.4 billion. _ The buildings 
include those for industrial, housing, storage, service, office, and institutional 
uses. The total acquisition cost for each of those uses ranges downward in the 
same order from $3.6 billion for industrial property. 

Structures and facilities: These properties represent an acquisition cost of $13.6 
billion. These installations include property used for power development, 
utility systems (heating, sewage, water, and communication), roacs and bridges, 
flood control and navigation, reclamation and irrigation, electrical distribution 
systems, harbor installations, and railroads. 

The acquisition costs for each type ranges downward from $2.7 billion for power 
development facilities. These include hydroelectric projects consisting mainly 
of dams, powerhouses, and integrated transmission lines. Electrical distribution 
systems, as facilities of a separate type, distribute energy from sources in non- 
Federal ownership or operation, usually to Feceral installations. 

Inventory data has been analyzed by use, by agency, and by State, and the 
summary facts are to be presented in a Senate document. The 3-way breakdown, 
ay Ne has been applied to the inventory totals for each of the 3 major types 
of realty. 
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Detailed reports for 11,493 Federal installations in the United States wer 
compiled to complete the inventory. An installation is defined as a reporting unit 
and may represent a military reservation, industrial plant, office building, or the 
like. For units with area in more than one State, such as national forests, g 
separate report was prepared for the section in each State. 

Projects under construction on inventory day are reported only if they were 
available for use at that time. 
The inventory is the first to be completed since 1937 and is more comprehensive 


2 Se and treatment than the earlier listing of Federal buildings and reg) 
estate. 












Exuisir No. 3 
[From the Congressional Record, February 14, 1956) 


InventorRY Report ON Feperat Reat Property (8. Doc. No. 100) 





Mr. Haypren. Mr. President, at a meeting of the Committee on Appropriations 
on February 8, it was recommended that a committee print of the Inventory of 
Federal Real Property as of June 30, 1955, compiled by the General Services 
Administration at the request of the committee, be printed as a Senate document, 
with illustrations. 

I present the committee print, and ask that it be so printed. 

I also ask unanimous consent that the correspondence relating to the report, 
together with a press release and fact sheet on the inventory, be printed as a part 
of my remarks, 

The PResIpENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered; and without objection, 
the correspondence and press release will be printed in the Record. 

The correspondence and press release are as follows: 









































GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., February 3, 1956. 
The Honorable Cart HaypeEn, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dwar Mr. CHarrMan: We are pleased to submit the attached report coveri 
the inventory of Federal real property in the continental United States brig 
June 30, 1955; 

This inventory report was prepared pursuant to the committee’s request “that 
a second report be compiled as of June 30, 1955, to be issued as a Senate document 
in January 1956, and that the reporting procedures and compilations be continued 
as of the end of each fiscal year thereafter.” 

The real property inventory project, the largest and most complex job of its 
kind ever undertaken by the Government, brings together in a single place all 
the Federal real property in the United States. It consolidates information from 
11,777 individual reports on Federal installations which cost, in total, $32.5 
billion, excluding any value for public domain lands. 

The attached inventory report, in addition to including real property changes 
sinee December 31, 1953, the date of the previous report, also reflects refinements 
to data previously reported. Although considerable progress has been made 
during the past year in improving real property records throughout the Govert- 
ment, much work remains to be done. 

The inventory has facilitated the efforts of the Bureau of the Budget, the General 
Services Administration and the respective agencies in reviewing and evaluating 
the teed for the retention or disposal of real properties. The result has been & 
material increase in the utilization and disposal of excess and surplus property. 

. It has served to promote real property consciousness in the various agencies and 
has stimulated the improvement of ageney procedures for the accounting and 
management of their properties. 

The real property inventory has also been invaluable in furnishing Members of 
Congress, the press, trade associations, State and municipal governments, and 
private citizens with information never before available on the real property 
holdings of the Federal Government. 

As requested by the committee in Report No. 411, dated June 2, 1955, we are 
compiling an additional report to cover federally owned properties outside of the 
continéntal United States. 
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We wish to express our appreciation for the splendid, cooperation reeeived from 
Mr. Earl looper of the committee’s staff, the participating agencies, and the 
Bureau of the Census. 

Cordially yours, 
EpmunpD F,, Mansurp, Administrator. 





Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1956. 
The Honorable Epmunp F. Mansure, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mansvre: The committee is in receipt of the Inventory Report on 
Federal Real Property in the United States as of June 30, 1955, prepared by your 
administration pursuant to the committee’s request. This report, revises. as. of 
the end of the last fiscal year the inventory as of December 31, 1953, the summary 
of which was issued as Senate Document No. 32 in April of 1955. 

The summary report of this current inventory, with supposing charts and 
tables, is being issued as a Senate document and made available to all Federal 
agencies as well as the public generally. We recommend that a set of the eleetric 
accounting machine detail data sheets be furnished to the Senate and House 
Appropriations Committees and Government Operations Committees and to the 
porting agency, and that file and working copies of these sheets will be available 
aso in your administration for reference. 

It is most encouraging that the inventory has been of valuable use, as set forth 
in your letter, and the resulting economies are certain to become increasingly 

arent as the inventory is reissued for succeeding fiscal years. 
Phe committee commends you and your administration for the splendid work 
that has gone into the preparation of this most. complex inventory and for the 
cooperative way in which you have complied with the purposes of the committee 
in issuing the report as well as implementing its use in bettering accounting, 
management, utilization and disposal activities concerning the Government’s real 


property. 
Very sincerely yours, es # 
ARL HayYDEN, 
Styutes BripGes. 


RELEASE BY SENATE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1956 


A new Senate document gives today a complete record of how much real prop- 
erty the United States owns within its continental boundaries and what it has 
cost since 1789 to acquire the real estate. 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations authorized publication of the docu- 
ment with its innumerable facts and figures on Government realty. 

Entitled ‘Inventory Report on Federal Real Property in the United States as 
of June 30, 1955,’’ the document sums up the findings and the totals from a com- 

e inventory of all Federal holdings.in land, buildings, and structures, and 
acilities. 

In announcing the report on behalf of the committee, Senator Carl Hayden, 
committee chairman, stated that ‘‘the massive inventory gives the Government 
for the first time current and complete information on its realty holdings.”’” He 
fried out that the inventory records them up to June 30, 1955, the close of the 

vernment’s last fiscal year. 

Senator Hayden said that the General Services Administration, with the assist- 
ance of all civilian and defense agencies, compiled the inventory and prepared 
the report at the committee’s request. GSA will make similar compilations every 
year from now on. 

Today’s report. presents the inventory data on a current basis and verifies as 
well as adjusts previous findings. At committee request, GSA completed its 
first realty inventory last April, covering holdings up to December 31, 1953, 

.To illustrate the report’s scope and detail, Senator Hayden cited among its 


highlight findings that: 
e Government owns 21.4 percent of the continental United States. 

The Government has acquired real estate since 1789, costing $32.5 billion, 
excluding domain lands. 
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Government holdings are the sum of land costing $2.4 billion (exclusive of 
domain lands), buildings costing $14.5 billion, and structures and facilities (for 
power development, flood control, and similar uses) costing $15.6 million. 

In releasing the report, Senator Hayden said that Edmund F. Mansure, Aq. 
ministrator of General Services, ‘“‘deserves congratulations for GSA’s su rior 
performance in producing an inventory and a report which will prove invaluable 
to the legislative and executive branches of the Government.’”’ The chairmap 


“With its accurate listing of 11,777 installations to which the Government 
holds title, the inventory will enable Members of Congress to understand more 
precisely and more fully the problems with which legislation must deal in improy- 
ing the acquisition, management, and disposal of real estate by the Government, 

“It will also enable the executive branch to carry out better its management 
duties. All the agencies now know exactly what they own and therefore can de 
termine what they do not need and can dispose of.” 

Senator Hayden said the principal changes in the report from its predee 
covering holdings through December 1953, ‘‘show that previous data have beep 
reconciled and the information further refined.”” He cited as examples: 

“The report for 1953 showed that the Government owned 405.1 million acres 
while the current, more accurate figure is 407.9 million. Similarly, the firs 
figure was $30.2 billion, but we now know the correct amount is $32.5 billion.” 

He pointed out that the report indicates that much of the change in dollar cost 
reflects improvements in the inventory system rather than the acquisition of new 
property. 

The report shows the Government now owns 384,916 buildings, consisting of 
nearly 2.2 billion square feet of space. The square footage is about the same ag 
reported earlier. 

The holdings are contained in 11,777 ‘installations,’ with an installation de. 
fined as a reporting unit. Usually a single office building or post office, an in- 
stallation also may be a national park, military reservation, or hydroelectric proj. 
ect. When these installations spread across State boundaries, the parts in each 
State were reported separately. 

From the standpoint of installations the Post Office Department led the list 
with 3,086. Immediately following is the Department of Defense, including 
Corps of Engineers civil functions, with 3,015. he Treasury has 1,436 installa 
tions and the Interior Department has 1,065. Interior also holds 84 properties 
in trust for Indians. The Government Printing Office has only 1 installation, 

Over $20 billion, or 61.9 percent, of the total real-property holdings owned by 
the Federal Government is in the hands of the Department of Defense. The 
other 38.1 percent, costing $12.4 billion, represents the holdings of all other agen- 
cies of the Government. 

Only 5 agencies have holdings in all 48 States and the District of Columbia 
These are Interior, Post Office, GSA, Veterans’ Administration, and the Depart 
ment of Defense. Of the latter, only the Army is located in each State. The 
Navy and Air Force have installations in 47 States and the District of Columbis 

Grazing lands comprise 178 million acres of the total owned by the Gover 
ment, with forest and wildlife preserves accounting for 176 million. The military 
uses 17.9 million acres, excluding its airfields, which consist of 2.3 million acres, 
The balance of the land is devoted to reclamation and irrigation, power develop- 
ment, and other uses. 

The report shows, excluding trust properties, that the Federal Government 
owns 87.1 percent of the land in the State of Nevada. Second largest percent 
age is in Utah, where the Government owns 70.2 percent. It owns 29.8 percent 
of the District of Columbia, excluding the property in the jurisdiction of the 
Architect of the Capitol. At the bottom of the list is Connecticut, in which the 
Government owns two-tenths of 1 percent of the land. 

The inventory, as distinct from the inventory report, is a huge compilation of 
approximately 2,300 pages. As its size prevents economical publication, original 
electrical accounting-machine copies will be available to legislative and executive 
arms directly concerned with property management, These include the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations, Committees on Government Operations, Bureau of the 
Budget, and General Accounting Office. Each Federal agency will receive the 
segment dealing with properties in its custody. 

As the management agency for Federal real property, GSA will retain the master 
copy. Except for sections dealing with security installations, it will be available 
for inspection on request. 
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In releasing the report, Senator Hayden also disclosed that the committee has 
the General Services Administration to make a similar inventory of United 
States-owned properties outside the continental limits. It will be made public in 


March. 


Exuisit No. 4 
[From the Congressional Record, March 27, 1956] 


RinTING OF INVENTORY Report oN CrrTaIN Rea, Property Ownep Br 
Unritep States (8S. Doc. No. 109 


Mr. HaypEN. Mr. President, at a meeting of the Committee on Appropriations 
on March 21, it was recommended that a committee print of the Inventory 
rt on Real Property Owned by the United States in United States Territories 
Possessions and in Foreign Countries as of June 30, 1955, compiled by the 
General Services Administration at the request of the committee, be printed as a 
Senate document, with illustrations. 

This inventory is a companion report to the summary issued as Senate Docu- 

ment No. 100 on February 14 covering Federal domestic real property, and to- 
r these reports compile for the first time in history essential information on 
the worldwide real property holdings of the United States. 

I present the committee print, and ask that it be so printed. 

e Presipinc Orricer. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Arizona? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Haypen. Mr. President, I also ask unanimous consent that the corre- 
spondence relating to the report, together with a press release giving detailed facts 
connected with the inventory, be printed as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the material was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

GENERAL Services ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 16, 1956. 
Re Federal real property inventory report. 
Hon. Cart Haypen, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations 
Uniied States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: We are pleased to submit the attached report covering 
the inventory of real property owned by the United States in its Territories and 
possessions and in foreign countries, as of June 30, 1955. 

This inventory report was prepared pursuant to the committee’s request in 
Report No. 411, dated June 2, 1955, that “an additional report to cover federally 
owned properties outside of the continental United States, including specifically 
the properties in the Territories of Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands, 
and including foreign properties as far as security limitations will allow.” 

This report summarizes for the first. time in history, all real property holdings of 
the civilian agencies in United States Territories and possessions and in foreign 
countries, It contains only certain summary data as reported by the Department 
of Defense. 

In addition to the summary inventory report, detailed listings for civilian agen- 
ties are being submitted to you, under separate cover, which provide detailed 
information, in support of the report, by agency, bureau, and installation, within 
each country and city. 

This report and its companion report on properties in the United States, which 
was published as Senate Document No. 100, furnish a presentation of all world- 
wide real property holdings of the United States. 

The total cost of real properties outside the United States is $5.5 billion. As 
indicated in Senate Document No. 100, the cost of Federal real property in the 
United States is $32.5 billion. This makes a total cost of $38 billion for all real 
properties owned by the United States, as of June 30, 1955. 

very effort has been made to achieve maximum accuracy. However, this is 
the first time an inventory of real property outside the continental United States 
has been reported. Accordingly, it would be improper to assume that there are 
no discrepancies. Additional work is needed to refine the data and the records 
of the holding agencies from which the data are obtained. 

As requested by the committee, we shall continue to prepare annual real prop- 
erty inventory reports as of the close of each fiscal year. 
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We again wish to express our appreciation for the cooperation received 


fro 
Earl Cooper of the committee’s staff, the participating agencies, and thetiee: 
of the Census. 


Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN G. FLOETE Adminisirator. 





Unitep States SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


March 16, 1956, 
The Honorable Franxurn G. Fionrs, 


Administrator of General Services, 
Washington, D. C, 

Dear Mr. FLonts: The committee is in receipt of the inventory report. on req] 

property owned by the United States in its Territories and possessions and in 
oreign countries as of June 30, 1955, prepared by your Administration pursuant 
to the committee’s request. This report is supplemental to the inventory report 
on Federal real property in the United States as of June 30, 1955, the summary of 
which was issued as Senate Document No, 100 on February 14, 1956. 

It is interesting to note that in these two reports we have now available for the 
first time in history, a summary presentation of all worldwide real property hold. 
ings of the United States, showing a total cost of $38 billion. 

e summary report of this additional inventory, with supporting charts and 
tables, is also being issued as a Senate document and made available to all Federal 
agencies as well as the public generally. _We recommend that a set of the electric 
accounting machine detail data sheets be furnished to the Senate and House 
Appropriations Committees and Government Operations Committees and to the 
reporting agency, and that file and working copies of these sheets will be available 
also in your Administration for reference. 

The committee is confident that the inventory information on the worldwide 
real property holdings of the United States will prove to be as useful to the many 
agencies of the Government as has already been proven to be the case with the 
inventory information on real property in the United States. As such uses of the 
information increase, we believe the benefits and savings resulting will become 
even More apparent. 

Yours very sincerely, 


Cart Haypen, Chairman. 
StyLes BripGes. 





For the first time the Federal Government has complete tallies of its real prop- 
erty, at home and abroad. 

Sum totals in United States realty holdings were revealed today when Senator 
Carl Hayden, chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, announced 
that the committee has received the first complete inventory of federally owned 
real property in foreign countries and United States Territories and possessions. 

The inventory, prepared by General Services Administration at the committee's 
request, supplements the GSA domestie inventory which the committee received 
and announced last month. Senator Hayden also announced that GSA hereafter 
will bring both inventories up to date annually so that the Government will have 
@ running account of all its realty. 

The findings from the overseas inventory are summarized in a new Senate 
document, Inventory Report on Real Property Owned by the United States in 
United States Territories and Possessions and in Foreign Countries, as of June 
30, 1955, which the committee authorized for publication, The summary report 
is a companion to Senate Document No. 100 which sums up the domestic hold- 
ings. As both detailed inventories are huge compilations running to thousands 
of pages, they have not been published although master copies of both, except 
for security installations, are open to inspection on request at GSA. 

Franklin G. Floete, Administrator of General Services, transmitted the report 
and the inventory to the committee with a letter pointing out: 

“Every effort has been made to achieve maximum accuracy. However, this 
is the first time an inventory of real property outside the continental United 
States has been reported. Accordingly, it would be improper to assume that 
there are no discrepancies. Additional work is needed to refine the data and 
the records of the holding agencies from which the data are obtained.” 








and 
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The new inventory figures show holdings of 345.6 million acres of land and 
facilities in 108 foreign countries and 8 United States Territories and possessions. 
The acquisition cost, exclusive of the public domain, totaled $5% billion. 

Added to continental property costing $32.5 billion, the Federal Government 
now has worldwide ownership of real property acquired at a cost of $38 billion, 
excluding domain lands at home and in the Territories. The total acreage 
amounts to 753.5 million and is equal to an area comprising all States east of 
the Mississippi River, plus Texas and Louisiana. 

GSA’s tabulations show holdings are distributed around the world, in such 
widely dispersed places as the Canton and Enderbury Islands in the South 
Pacific, Mozambique in Africa, Switzerland in Central Europe, Malaya in south- 
east Asia, and Surinam in South America. 

In addition to the military installations, which have not been reported in 
detail, the report shows that the civilian agencies have 1,049 installations outside 
the continental United States, ranging from 1 for the International Boundary 
and Water Commission to 355 for the Treasury Department, mostly Coast 
Guard installations. 

The preponderant balance of the offshore holdings, 343.8 million acres, are in 
the Territories and possessions, principally Alaska and the Canal Zone. A total 
of 1.8 million acres are located in foreign countries. 

Of the total acreage in foreign lands, 99.7 percent is owned by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. he balance is distributed among civilian agencies, princi- 
pally the Department of State, with over 195 installations in 105 countries. 

Also in the total are holdings in Iron Curtain countries—in Albania, Bulgaria, 
and Red China—with which we do not maintain diplomatic relations. Realty 
there is being cared for by third-party nations with diplomatic offices on the 
scene. The United States owns no realty in the Soviet Union. 

Despite the worldwide range of holdings, nearly all of the 345.6 million acres 
outside the continental United States is in Alaskan public domain lands, which 
total 343.1 million acres. Thus, 92 percent of the offshore holdings, in Territories 
and possessions as well as foreign lands, from the standpoint of acreage, is con- 
trolled by the Department of the Interior. The Department’s large share 
reflect the substantial public domain holdings in Alaska. 

The next largest single parcel of offshore property is the 358,278 acres making 
up the Panama Canal Zone. 

The inventory figures also include land in which the Government has a “‘life 
interest’’ instead of titled ownership. A “‘life interest’”’ is defined to cover any 
real property which has been acquired by the United States by treaty or long- 
term lease (99 years, in perpetuity, etc.). The Panama Canal Zone is in the 
“life interest’’ category. 

In addition to the worldwide acreage figure, the Government holds in trust 
55.3 million acres of land. The trust properties are principally Indian reserva- 
tions, all within the continental United States, except for 100,000 acres in Alaska. 

Land acreage owned by the Government in the Territories, possessions, and 
foreign nations is employed in six major categories: Forest and wildlife preserves, 
Alaska oil and gas reserves, parks and historic sites, military functions, the 
Alaska Native Reserve, and grazing lands. 

The predominant usages of buildings and facilities in the same areas are 
housing, office space, service areas, storage facilities, hospitals, schools, industrial 
facilities, prisons, and other institutions. 

The General Services Administration said it will continue to keep the inventory 
up to date on an annual basis. 

































Exuisit No. 5 
[From the Congressional Record, February 11, 1957] 





Printinc or Report EntitLep “INvENToRY Report ON REAL PROPERTY 
OwNeEpD BY THE UNITED States THrRouGHOUT THE WORLD,” AS A SENATE 
Document (S. Doc. 25) 





Mr. Haypen. Mr. President, at a meeting of the Committee on Appropriations 

on February 7, it was recommended that a committee print of the Inventory 

rt on Real Property Owned by the United States Throughout the World as 

of June 30, 1956, compiled by the General Services Administration at the request 
of the committee be printed as a Senate document, with illustrations, 


776 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


I present the committee print, and ask that it be so printed. 

The Vice Presipent. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Arizona? The Chair hears none and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Haypen. I ask unanimous consent that the correspondence relating to the 
report, together with a press release giving some of the facts on the inventory, be 
printed in the Record, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the correspondence and press release were ordered to 
be printed in the Record, as follows: 


Unitep Srates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., February 6, 1957. 
Hon. F. G. FLoere, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. FLoere: The committee is in receipt of the inventory report on 
real property owned by the United States throughout the world as of June 30, 
1956, prepared by your Administration pursuant to the committee’s request first 
made in 1953 and now continued annually. This report now contains in a single 
document the summaries of all real property owned by the United States, for 
which comparable inventory data was published last year in Senate Document 
No. 100 for property in the United States and in Senate Document No. 109 for 
property outside the United States. 

The summary report of this current inventory, with supporting charts and 
tables, is being issued as a Senate document and made available to all Federal 
agencies as well as the public generally. We recommend that a set of the electric 
accounting machine detail data sheets be furnished to the Senate and House 
Appropriations Committees and Government Operations Committees, to the 
Bureau of the Budget and the General Accounting Office, and to the reporting 
agency for pertinent use, and that file and working copies of these sheets will be 
available also in your Administration for reference. 

The purpose of the committee in requesting these inventory reports is well 
stated in your listing of the major objectives to be served, as follows: 

“Facilitate disposal of surplus property and thereby increase revenue of the 
Government, as well as decrease maintenance and realty costs; 

‘Restore property to private ownership and thus increase the opportunity for 
its productive use, especially as a source of employment; 

‘Return such properties to the tax rolls of State and local governments; 

“Effect economies in acquisitions, by purchase or lease, and in construction and 
operation; 

“Facilitate the preparation of budgets by individual agencies; 

‘Assist in the intelligent evaluation and appraisal of budgetary requests; and 

“Achieve maximum control over and utilization of Federal real property.” 

Whether used as a budgetary aid, as a management tool in property utilization 
or disposal, or as a source of information previously unavailable, the resulting 
economies are becoming increasingly apparent from year to year. 

The committee commends you and your organization for a job well done. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CaRL HAYDEN, 
StyLes BrinGeEs. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1967. 
Hon. Cart HaypdEn, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuHaArrRMAN: We are pleased to submit the attached summary 
report covering the inventory of real property owned by the United States Gov- 
ernment throughout the world as of June 30, 1956. This inventory report was 

repared pursuant to the request of the Senate Committee on Appropriations in 
Beni Report No. 411 on the first independent offices appropriation bill for 1956, 
dated June 2, 1955. 

This report summarizes in a single document all real property owned by the 
United States. Comparable inventory data was published in two separate reports 
last year. One report covered federally owned real property in the United States 
(S. Doe. No. 100, Feb. 14, 1956). The other report covered federally owned real 
property outside the United States (S. Doc. No. 109, March 27, 1956). 
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This report contains only certain summary data, as reported by the Department 
of Defense for its military installations in United States Territories and possessions 
and in foreign countries. 

In addition to the attached summary inventory report, detailed supporting 
inventory listings are being submitted under separate cover. 

The total cost of real property owned by the United States throughout the world 
amounts to $40.3 billion. This total is comprised of (a) $34.3 billion for property 
in the United States; (b) $3.6 billion for property in United States Territories and 

essions; and (c) $2.4 billion for property in foreign countries. 

This inventory report, in addition to including real property changes since 
June 30, 1955, also reflects refinements to the inventory data contained in previous 
reports. Considerable progress has been achieved in improving real property 
records throughout the Government, although in our opinion, additional work 
remains to be done. 

The annual inventory is facilitating the efforts of the Bureau of the Budget, 
GSA, and the respective agencies in reviewing and evaluating the need for the 
retention or disposal of real properties. It has also made the agencies aware of 
the need for adequate real property records to achieve the most effective utilization 
of their properties. 

In May 1956, the Senate Committee on Appropriations, in Report No. 2041, 
requested GSA to expand the annual inventory to cover real property leased to 
the United States Government throughout the world. Pursuant to this request, 
aseparate report on leased properties is presently being compiled. 

We again wish to express our appreciation for the eooperation received from 
Mr. Earl Cooper of the committee’s staff, the participating agencies, and the 
Bureau of the Census. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. G. Fiornts, Administrator. 


The United States has nearly three-quarters of a billion acres of land which, with 
the improvements thereon, cost $40.3 billion in its worldwide inventory of Gov- 
ernment-owned real property. 

These are the outstanding total figures in the current annual inventory of 


Federal property which General Services Administration prepares for the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations. The cammittee’s inventory report, a 144-page 
summary, was made public today by Senator Carl Hayden, chairman. 

The inventory, complete as of June 30, 1956, is the second worldwide tally of 
Government realty which GSA has compiled at the request of the committee. 
The first worldwide inventory was prepared a year ago. The initial inventory, 
which was prepared at the committee’s request in 1953, covered only Federal 
properties in the United States. The committee has asked GSA to bring the 
report up to date annually. 

Today’s figures show that the cost of realty owned by the Government is $2.3 
billion greater than last year’s reported total of $38 billion. 

This increase is due principally to two factors: An expansion in such programs 
as atomic energy, defense, and reclamation; and secondly, a refinement of in- 
ventory data. 

The report released today, complete with graphs and charts, is a summary of the 
master inventory, which consists of 24 volumes with more than 5,000 pages of 
detailed entries. Part of the property is scattered in over 100 foreign countries 
and some of it, in the far reaches of Alaska, may not yet have ever been trod by 
man. 

The inventory does not include lands owned by the sovereign governments of 
the various United States Territories and possessions, nor does it cover any lands 
which are administered by the United States under trusteeship by authority of 
the United Nations. 

However, included separately are 53.1 million acres of Indian lands held in trust 
by the Government. 

All other holdings are listed, except property owned by the District of Columbia 
government and residential and farm properties acquired through foreclosure 
incident to lending operations or other Federal-aid projects. Capital improve- 
ments are included in costs, but machinery, furniture, and demountable and 
movable structures are not. 
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Highlights of the inventory report: 

‘The $40.3 billion cost is based on the acquisition cost of all the real property 
some of which goes back as far as 1789. aR 

‘$34.3 billion is located in the continental United States, $3.6 billion in the 
Territories and possessions, and $2.4 billion in foreign countries. 

“409.5 million acres, representing 52.9 percent of the total owned, are in the 
United States, 364.2 million acres (47 percent) are in Alaska, and the balance of 
.9 million acres (one-tenth of 1 percent) are in foreign countries. 

‘93.5 percent of all land owned by the Federal Government was acquired ag q 
part of the public domain. The Government has a life interest in one-tenth of | 
pereent of its holdings, a life interest being property which has been acquired by 
treaty or long-term lease. The Panama Canal is a good example of life-interest 
property. 

“Of the total $34.3 billion cost of real property owned in the continental United 
States, the Department of Defense has $21.5 billion. The Department of the 
Interior has $3.6 billion, and the Atomic Energy Commission is next largest holder 
with $3 billion. 

“Of the total 409.5 million acres owned in the United States, 182 million are used 
for grazing, 172 million acres for forests and wildlife preserves, 18.4 million acres 
by the military (except for airfields). Parks, reclamation and irrigation, flood 
control and navigation, industrial uses, airfields, and power development and 
distribution comprise the remaining 37.1 million acres of land acreage. 

“Of the 36.2 million square feet of floor area in buildings owned by the United 
States outside the continental limits, 17.1 million feet are used for housing. Office 
space takes up 6 million feet. Schools, hospitals, industrial areas, etc., take up the 
balance. 

“The United States Government owns no property in the U. 8. 8. R. The 
American Embassy in Moscow is rented. However, property is owned in nations 
with which this Government does not have diplomatic relations, such as Albania, 
Bulgaria, and China. In such instances, custodial control is exercised through the 
cooperation of other countries.”’ 

The detailed inventory listings show the cost of several well-known national 
landmarks in Washington, D. C., as follows: Smithsonian Institution, $19,457,000; 
Washington Monument, $1,300,000; Thomas Jefferson Memorial, $3,375,000, 
and the Lineoln Memorial, $2,940,000. 


Exurpit No. 6 
{From the Congressional Record, May 20, 1957] 


PRINTING AS A SENATE DocumMENT ReEportT ENTITLED “INVENTORY REPORT ON 
Reau Property Leasep TO THE UNITED States THROUGHOUT THE WORLD, 
AS OF JuLY 1, 1956” (S. Doc. No. 41) 


Mr. Haypen. Mr. President, at a meeting of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions on May 13, it was recommended that a committee print of the Inventory 
Report on Real Property Leased to the United States Throughout the World as 
of July 1, 1956, compiled by the General Services Administration, at the request 
of the committee, be printed as a Senate document, with illustrations. 

I present the committee print and ask that it be so printed. 

The Vice PresipentT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Haypen. I ask unanimous consent that the correspondence relating to 
the report, together with a press release giving some of the facts on the inventory, 
be printed in the Record, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the correspondence and press release were ordered 
to be printed in the Record, as follows: 

Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1957. 


Hon. F. G. Fioxts, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. FLoete: The committee is in receipt of the inventory report cover- 
ing real property leased to the United States Government throughout the world 
as of July 1, 1956, prepared by your agency pursuant to the additional request 
of the committee in the report on the independent offices appropriation bill for 


gewFta ao 
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1957. It is gratifying to note that this report, together with the report on federally 
owned properties, which was published on February 11, 1957, as Senate Docu- 
ment No. 25, will now for the first time furnish a comprehensive presentation of 
all real property holdings of the United States throughout the world. 

The summary report, with supporting charts and tables, is being issued as.a 
Senate document and made available to all Federal agencies as well as the public 
generally. We recommend that a set of the detailed supporting inventory listings 
be furnished to the Senate and House Appropriations Committees and Govern- 
ment Operations Committees, to the Bureau of the Budget and the General 
Accounting Office, and to the reporting agency for pertinent use, and that file 
and working copies of these listings will be available also in your administration 

r reference. 

The additional information in this first governmentwide inventory on leased 
property will serve as a further budgetary aid as well as a management tool on 
property utilization, and the committee believes that proper use of such infor- 
mation can effect substantial economies in budget requests from the various 
agencies of the Government. 

The committee is well pleased with the compilations prepared by you and your 
organization. 

Yours very sincerely, 
CaRL HaypbeEn. 
StyLes BripGes. 





GENERAL Services Ap MINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 
Hon. Cant HaypDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CnHatrMANn: We are pleased to submit the attached summary 
report covering the inventory of real property leased to the United States Gov- 
emment throughout the world, as of July 1, 1956. This inventory was prepared 
ursuant to the request of the Senate Committee on Appropriations in Senate 
Re rt No. 2041, dated May 24, 1956. 

his report together with its companion report on federally owned properties, 
which was published as Senate Document No. 25, February 11, 1957, furnish a 
comprehensive presentation of all real property holdings of the United States 
throughout the world. 

Pertinent data relative to 38,523 Federal leases for property in the United 
States and 2,270 leases of civil agencies for property outside the United States 
are summarized in this report. The report contains only overall summary data 
for acreage and annual rental, as reported by the Department of Defense for its 
nilitary installations overseas. 

The total annual rental for real property leased to the United States Govern- 
ment throughout the world amounts to $112.8 million. This total is comprised 
of (a) $94.7 million for property in the United States; (b) $1.2 million for property 
inthe United States Territories and possessions; and (c) $16.9 million for properties 
in foreign countries. 

In addition to the attached summary inventory report, detailed supporting 
inventory listings of leased real property are being submitted under separate cover. 

This is the first governmentwide inventory of leased properties, and con- 
sequently the report will undoubtedly contain some inaccuracies. Considerable 
work will be required to refine the data contained herein, and the records from 
which such data are obtained. 

The preparation of this report was greatly facilitated by the cooperation of all 
participating agencies, and the counsel and assistance of Mr. Earl Cooper of 
the committee’s staff. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, 
Administrator. 

The first report ever prepared on real property leased to the Federal Govern- 
ment was published today by the Senate Committee on Appropriations. A 
wmpanion report, which inventoried properties in Federal ownership, was 
tleased as a Senate document on February 11, 1957. Together, the two publi- 
‘tions provide a comprehensive presentation of all real property holdings of 
the United States, both at home and abroad. 
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The new report will become available as a Senate document under the title 
“Inventory of Real Property Leased to the United States Throughout the World.” 
It will contain, as the preliminary print does, pertinent data on leases administered 
by 23 Federal agencies as of July 1, 1956. On that date, 38,523 leases on domestig 
property were in effect. Civil agencies of the Government also held 2,270 leases 
on property outside continental United States. The report contains only overall 
summary data on acreage and annual rental on overseas military installations 

In releasing the report, Senator Carl Hayden, chairman of the Senate Com. 
mittee on Appropriations said, “Our initial effort in bringing significant Federg] 
lease information together under one cover is, I believe, a successful one, The 
committee has produced a document which can help the legislative and executive 
branches in the preparation and evaluation of budget requests and in effecting 
economies in leasing operations.” 

Graphs and charts are used profusely throughout the report to show the nature 
and extent of the Government’s leasing operations measured in terms of building 
space, land acreage, and dollar value. Lease information also is presented geo. 
graphically, by city, State, country, and continent, through a series of ‘special 
tables in the back of the report. 

According to the report the total annual rental paid by the Government on real 
property is $112.8 million. Of this total, $94.7 million is for properties located in 
the United States, $1.2 million in United States territories and possessions, and 
$16.9 million in foreign countries. 

In the United States, the General-Services Administration handles leases 
amounting to $47.3 million, or 50 percent of the total in dollar value. The Post 
Office Department is the second most active tenant spending $32.2 million in 
annual rentals. The Defense Department ranks third within the country, with 
$10.6 million. 

The largest single share of the $94.7 million spent to rent properties in the 
United States, $12.1 million, goes into New York State. California property 
owners receive $8.4 million and those in Illinois, $5.9 million. , 

On real property located outside of the United States, the Departments of 
Defense and State pay annual rentals of $9.8 million and $5.8 million respectively, 
These amounts combined represent 86.2 percent of the $18.1 million total. : 

The Federal Government, which owns 774.6 million acres of land rents only 18 
million acres, computed on a worldwide basis. Acreage figures shown in the report 
are, for the most part limited to land leased separately and land specified in a lease 
when rented in conjunction with building space. 

The total acreage rented to the Federal Government in the United States, some 
1.6 million acres, is approximately equal to half the size of the State of Connecticut. 
Of this amount, rural areas provide 1,259,000 acres and urban centers 349,000. 

Ninety-four percent of land leased to the Federal Government in the United 
States is for military purposes; 4 percent is used for agriculture and grazing. 

Federal agencies other than the Department of Defense lease 87.8 million square 
feet of building space throughout the world. Of this amount, 80.8 million square 
feet, or 92 percent is located in the United States; 0.6 million square feet, or 0.7 
percent in United States territories and possessions, and 6.4 million square feet, 
or 7.3 percent, in foreign countries. In addition, the Department of Defense 
leases 7.6 million square feet of builcing space in the United States. 

The total building space rented in this country by both civilian and _ military 
agencies is 88.4 million square feet or 13 times the gross floor area in the Pentagon 
Building. The Post Office utilizes 43.6 million square feet, or approximately the 
same floor area rented by all other Feceral agencies combined. 

The material in the Senate report has been compiled and ecited to provide easy 
access to specific leasing data. It summarizes the contents of thousands of ind 
vidual reports which the General Services Administration, acting as coor‘inating 
agent for the sponsoring Senate committee, spent several months combining and 
refining. 

Cost oF THE INVENTORY ON REAL PROPERTY 


Appropriations to “Operating expenses, Publie Buildings Service’’ have been 
available through the administrative operations fund of General Services Admin- 
istration for the financial services involved in issuing instructions and receiving 
and compiling the reports from the Government agencies to make up the reab 
property inventory, as well as reimbursing the Bureau of the Census for the use 
of their machines in recording the inventory on punch cards, keeping the cards 
up to date, and running off listings of the cards, by agencies, by States or for 
summary tables, to make the detailed information available. 
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Copies of the Senate documents giving the summary tables and illustrations 
have been furnished by the Senate Committee on Appropriations in sufficient 
quantity to satisfy GSA demands for publicity and information purposes. 

Expenditures by GSA for compiling the inventory have ranged as follows: 


$51, 924 
60, : 


The estimate for 1958 is $127,200. 

In 1955, the report covered property “in the United States’’; in 1956, the 
report was extended to cover “Territories and possessions and in foreign coun- 
tries’; in 1957, the report was extended to cover “leased to the United States 
throughout the world’. The estimate for 1958 is to extend the report to cover 
“determining the jurisdictional status of Government-owned property.”’ 

Justifications for 1957 and 1958 are as follows: 


) FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 
(e) Real property inventory 


The first Governmentwide real property inventory report, prepared at request 
of Senate Committee on Appropriations, was published in April, 1955 as Senate 
Document No. 32, 84th Congress, Ist session. Such an inventory is essential to 
provide information for: (1) disposing of surplus real property, (2) achieving 
maximum utilization, and (3) facilitating preparation of budgets, individual 
agency actions, and consideration of legislation. This report was based on ap- 
proximately 15,000 individual reports submitted to GSA by Federal agencies. 

Senate Committee on Appropriations has requested “‘* * * that a second 
report be compiled as of June 30, 1955, to be issued as a Senate document in 
January, 1956 and that the reporting procedures and compilation be continued 
as of the end of each fiseal year thereafter.”” Senate Committee has also requested 


that an additional report be prepared covering federally owned properties out- 
side the continental United States. 


1955 1956 1957 


4.8 


Departmental. -__.------ _| $51, 924 


$60, 000 


] 
| 
| | : 
| | 
| Amount | Mean year | Amount | Mean year} Amount Mean year 
j | , | 
|- 
j | j 


6 $80, 700 | 7.8 


Increase for 1957 is required to expand coverage of the inventory to include 
real properties leased by Federal Government. 

Source of funds.—All funds for this subactivity originate from appropriation 
“Operating Expenses, PBS”’. 


FOR FISCAL YEAR 1958 
(e) Real property inventory 

The annual Governmentwide real property inventory report is essential to 
provide information for: (1) disposing of surplus real property, (2) achieving 
maximum utilization, and (3) facilitating preparation of budgets, individual 
agency actions, and consideration of legislation. 

The inventory has been expanded to inelude federally owned properties 
outside the continental United States, and properties leased to the United States 
Government throughout the world. 

In addition, provision is made for staff to comply with the report of the Inter- 
departmental Committee for the Study of Jurisdiction over Federal Areas Within 
the States, published in April 1956. This report, concurred in by the President, 
provided, ‘““The General Services Administration in its regular inventorying of 
Federal real properties, should bring together information concerning the juris- 
dictional status of such properties in order to provide a general index of the 
progress made in adjusting their status.” 
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1956 1957 1958 


(Departmental only) 


year year 


Amount} Mean Soon Mean | Amount| Mean 


Cost (1957 basis) - | $60, 370 5.0 
Contribution to retirement fund ----- ‘ : Lined ali 


$93, 100 6.0 | $123, 100 8.6 


j 


Estimate 1958 _- 


Increase for 1958 is required to expand coverage of the inventory to include real 
properties leased to the Federal Government and to determine the jurisdictional 
status of Government-owned property. 


VALUE OF REAL PROPERTY INVENTORY 


Chairman HaypEen. Will you please complete the record by discuss- 
ing the purpose and value of the real property inventory, the extent 
of its use, and your recommendations as to the continuance of the 
detailed information on an annual basis and as to the continuance of 
issuing the summary information as a Senate document annually, as 
well as any other considerations that may be helpful to the committee. 

Who have we here to do that? 

Mr. Meptey. I will, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SatronstaLu. Mr. Chairman, may I add a little something 
to that? Because I have followed this quite closely. 

I do not know the estimate that would be required this year. 

But I would just like to say this. This was a project in which the 
late Senator Burnet Maybank took a great deal of interest. 

Chairman Haypen. I remember that. 

Senator SatTonsTaLL. As chairman of the Independent Offices Sub- 
committee he got this started. 


HISTORY OF INVENTORY 


Now, the history of it is very briefly this. Senator Maybank and I 
were both members of a subcommittee in 1950 under the chairman- 
ship of Senator O’Mahoney when the GSA first submitted an estimate 
in the amount of $72,900 ‘‘to reestablish a Federal real property in- 
ventory.” This was along with other functions for real property ac- 
quisition and utilization under the item for operating expenses. 

The House has substantially reduced this item, with the admoni- 
tion in their report for GSA to go slow on such new functions under 
the Property Act. The amount of the Senate restoration, which was 
obtained in conference, was not sufficient to allow the compilation of 
the inventory. For this reason, nothing was done in 1951 and 1952, 
when Senator Maybank was chairman of the subcommittee. 

The need for the inventory became increasingly apparent, because 
we found that there was no inventory of the United States Govern- 
ment real property anywhere, and there was no concrete knowledge 
of what the Government owned. 

Then I took over the chairmanship of the subcommittee under the 
83d Congress in 1953, and again Senator Maybank and I worked to- 
gether on these problems, and it was at his insistence that we included 
in the report for the Independent Offices appropriation bill in 1954 
the request for the compilation of the inventory. 
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In 1955, the first report was ready for issuance, and recommenda- 
tions were made by me to Chairman Hayden for the distribution of the 
detailed information to interested agencies and committees and for 
the publication of summary tables as Senate documents each year. 

And those recommendations, Mr. Chairman, you followed up. 


HOOVER COMMISSION COMMENT 


Then, under the chairmanship of Senator Magnuson, this subcom- 
mittee has continued to request additions to the inventory, and we 
now have a comprehensive inventory of all real property owned and 
leased by the Federal Government throughout the world. The use 
that has been made of the inventory will be explained by the GSA, 
but an indication of its value is contained in the task force report of 
the Hoover Commission on real property management. And I quote 
from that report as follows: 


Nevertheless, this inventory represents an important advance in Federal real 
property management. It is an essential starting point for the required per- 
petual inventory of Federal real property. 

We continued that in the Federal Independent Offices bill for 1958, 
but the House cut it out, as one way of cutting down the costs of the 
Government this year. 

But what we will now hear, Mr. Chairman, are the figures that the 
GSA say are necessary to continue this detailed report; and I might 
say that this value can be shown, in that the development itself, the 
administration, has asked for an additional list, an additional detailed 
list. Am I not right in that, Mr. Cooper? 


LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTIONAL STATUS 


Mr. Coorrr (Earl W. Cooper, professional staff member). Yes. 
Senator SALTONSTALL. It is the legislative jurisdictional status of 
real property in the inventory. 
¢: would like to ask the GSA: This is the only inventory of the real 


property of the United States in one document anywhere; is that not 
correct? 


Mr. Meputey. That is correct. 

Senator SALronsTauu. I hope we will get the testimony as to how 
much it will cost. If the House cuts it out this year, we have to make 
a determination as to whether we can make a report within 50 pages 
that will be of such value to print it as a separate document and go 
forward with it. But we hope the House will approve it. 

Chairman Haypren. We will be glad to hear from you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF Mr. MEDLEY 


Mr. Mepixy. Mr. Chairman, we have a general statement which, 
with your permission, we would like to read. It is not too long. 

The purpose of the real property inventory is to bring together in 
one place the necessary information relative to Federal real-property 
holdings throughout the world. 
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OBJECTIVES OF INVENTORY 


With the publication of the first report in 1954, it was anticipated 
that the inventory would help accomplish the following objectives, 

(a) Facilitate disposal of surplus property and thereby increase 
revenue to the Government, as well as decrease maintenance and 
realty costs; 

(6) Restore property to private ownership and thus increase the 
opportunity for its productive use, especially as a source of employ- 
ment; 

(c) Return such properties to the tax rolls of State and local 
governments; 

(d) Effect economies in acquisitions by purchase or lease and jn 
construction and operation; 

(e) Facilitate the preparation of budgets by individual agencies; 

(f) Assist in the intelligent evaluation and appraisal of budgetary 
requests; and 

(g) Achieve maximum control over and utilization of real property, 


BENEFITS REALIZED 


The extent to which the real property inventory has contributed to 
the accomplishment of each of these objectives cannot be determined. 
ete the following benefits have been realized: 

The detail inve ntory listings, arranged both geographically and 
of holding agency, are used by many agencies as a screening device 
to locate potential sites or buildings for future needs. This serves to 
reduce the number of new acquisitions which might occur if such 
information was not available. 

Chairman Haypen. That ought to save quite a bit of money. 

Mr. Meptey. It is used by many agencies, Mr. Chairman. All of 
the military departments use it. We, of course, use it, and the other 
agencies working with us, such as FCDA and the Departments of 
Justice, Health, Education, and Welfare, Interior, and Agriculture, 
All of the larger agencies that have any real-estate holdings use the 
detailed listings, copies of which are before the various Senators at 
the moment. 

2. The inventory is a ready reference as to the Government’s 
holdings in a given area. Such information was not available prior 
to the ; preparation of the annual inventory. Consequently, the use 
of the information has enabled agencies to obtain detailed information 
which, prior to the inventory, was not available without site inspec- 
tion. Therefore, the availability of the information has undoubtedly 
saved some travel and other administrative expenses in the executive 
ee 

The Office of Education, Department of Health, Education, and 
W diane, uses the inventory continually in the administration of Public 
Law 815 and 874 (8ist Cong.) for det termining payments to school 
districts based on Federal property located in such districts. During 
fiscal vear 1957, the Office of Education was able to eliminate over 300 
ineligible properties out of 1,050 new properties claimed by applicants 
for Federal grants under those laws. 

4. The Public Buildings Service uses the data in developing plans 
for immediate and long-range needs for general purpose space mM 
urban areas. Also, a study is underway as to the feasibility of using 
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the real property inventory as a basis for analyzing space utilization 
by agencies. If this proves practicable, we can eliminate the annual 
space occupancy reports which all agencies now furnish Public Build- 
ings Service annually. 

5. The Bureau of the Budget receives copies of the detail listings 
and distributes them to their examiners for use in evaluating budget 
estimates. 

6. Copies of the detail listings are furnished the Appropriations 
Committees and the Government Operations Committees of both 
the Senate and House. This has provided a source of information 
for Senators and Congressmen relative to Federal real property 
holdings in their respective States and districts. 

In our opinion, submission of the individual installation reports 
Ky the agencies and the preparation of the inventory has had a good 
effeet on both the adequacy and accuracy of the recordkeeping of 
the agencies. To the extent that this opinion is valid, the inventory 
has helped attain the objectives of the Budget and Accounting 
Procedures Act of 1950. 


LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTIONAL STATUS QUESTION 


Now, Senator Saltonstall has just referred to the legislative juris- 
dictional status question, and the June 30, 1957, inventory will have 
a potential value in connection with the resolution of the legislative 
jurisdictional problems caused by Federal ownership of land. An 
interdepartmental committee under the sponsorship of the Attorney 
General was established to study this problem. That committee 
made recommendations for the adjustment of the legislative juris- 


diction over federally controlled land so as to be consonant. with the 
needs of the Federal Government without unnecessarily restricting 
the powers of the States and without depriving inhabitants of the 
benefits of State legislation and administrative action. Legislation 
to accomplish that end has been introduced in the Congress. Data 
covering legislative jurisdiction will be included in the annual real 
property inventory to carry out the desire of the President that GSA 
establish a central source of information on the legislative jurisdic- 
tional status of Federal properties. This will aid Federal agencies 
and States in adjusting the status of properties. 

Another aspect of this problem is the expanded Federal highway 
construction program authorized by the 84th Congress. This pro- 
gram will require rights-of-way across lands, some of which are in 
Federal ownership. The jurisdictional status over specific Federal 
properties is often unknown locally and not discernible from local 
land records. Thus, the identification of such status in the detailed 
inventory will fill a need in connection with this program. 


FREQUENCY OF INVENTORY 
If the information is to be useful, it should be current. Therefore, 


we believe revised detail property listings, such as you have before 
you, should be issued annually. 
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SUMMARY INVENTORY REPORT 


The summary inventory report, heretofore published as a Senate 
document, is a byproduct of the governmentwide detailed inventor 
listings. It presents a capsule picture of the Federal realty holdings 
which has been of general interest. to the public, press, trade associa- 
tions, educational institutions, municipalities, and States. We be- 
lieve that the summary report can be further condensed and can be 
prepared with relatively little additional time and effort. 

The question has also been raised as to whether the report should 
continue to be issued as a Senate document, that is, the summary 
report. Certainly the issuance of the summary report as a Senate 
document has added prestige to the report and aroused interest in its 
contents which would not have been evident had the report been 

ublished initially as a GSA. document. However, we believe that 
Satine summary reports could now be issued by GSA without ma- 
terially impairing its usefulness. 


SUMMARY 


To sum up, GSA believes: 

1. That substantial benefits accrue from the real property inventory 
report and, therefore, it should be continued; 

2. That the report should continue to be prepared annually in 
order to preserve its usefulness; and 

3. That the summary report can be further condensed and issued 
as.a GSA publication, 


COSTS OF INVENTORY 


Chairman Haypen. Now will you answer Senator Saltonstall’s 
question as to cost? 

Mr. Meptry. As to cost, Mr. Chairman, the costs have run some- 
thing like this. In 1954, which was the first year that was spent on 
the development work, working with the agencies, it cost us $51,400 
approximately. In 1955, we put out the first document, which was 
confined to land owned by the United States in the United States 
only. Our cost there was approximately $51,900. In 1956, 2 
documents were published, which expanded the report to cover land 
owned by the Federal Government in foreign countries, so that we 
had a worldwide document. There sur costs were $60,370 In 1957, 
where again we took in an expansion which included the leased prop- 
erties in accordance with the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission, we spent approximately $85,000 

In 1958, we had a budget estimate of about $127,000, and like all 
agencies our estimates got trimmed a little bit, so that we have a 
revised estimate, which is predicated, Mr. Chairman, I might say, on 
some of the things that we have recommended in our statement for a 
further condensation of the summary report. 

We have an estimate of about $100,000, which will include all 
federally owned and leased properties, plus the jurisdictional status 
data, which we discussed heretofore. 


PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR PRINTING REPORT 


Now, the funds, Senator Saltonstall, are included in our 1958 
appropriations, which have been enacted, and we do have authority 
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to go ahead. I believe that the question that arose in the conference 
with the House was one of whether or not there should be added 
permanent authority for the printing of the summary report as a 
Senate document. Well, as we have heretofore indicated in our 
general statement, we believe that if it is the wish of the committee 
that the summary report can now be issued as a GSA publication and 
can be further condensed to reduce the cost somewhat 

Senator SatronstaLu. Mr. Chairman. Since you started testifying 
I have had a talk with Mr. Cooper, Earl Cooper, our assistant for a 
great many years, and he tells me, and I think I agree with him, that 
there is no need for the Senate to print this document any more: 
We have given it a push. We have gotten it a start. And there is no 
need for the Senate to print it any more if you gentlemen in the GSA 
have an appropriation and are going forward with this work; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Mep.ey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SauronsTauu. And is it your opinion that that is sufficient? 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Satronstaty. Then if you think it advisable, or we think 
it advisable, to get out a summary, which could go through the other 
departments and go through the other agencies of Government and 
give them some indication that could be also done by you? 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 





ISSUANCE AS A GSA PUBLICATION 


Senator SatronsTaLL. Now, you say: 


3. That the summary report can be further condensed and issued as a GSA 
publication. , 

If that was done, how would it look? I mean: How much value 
would it have? For instance, if the Commerce Department were 
looking for office space in Cleveland, Ohio, would that summary report 
give you any indication whether that office space was available? 

Mr. Meptey. Senator Saltonstall, the principal value of this whole 
operation, so to speak, to the individual agencies, is in the data, the 
detailed listings. 

Senator Satronstatu. In this data here? 

Mr. Meptey Yes. The summary report has primarily been use- 
ful to the public generally, trade associations, States, and munici- 
palities. They have been able to obtain it heretofore from the 
Goverament Printing Office, and I assume we could make similar 
arrangements. That is have them buy it from the GPO even if it 
was a GSA publication, as distinguished from a Senate document. 
And then, in addition to that, in our regional offices, for example in 
our Boston region, we have copies of the detailed listings, except those 
which apply to classified properties, for the Federal properties located 
in those States, so that if we get an inquiry from some one in Massa- 
chusetts or New Hampshire wanting to obtain greater detailed in- 
formation than is available in the summary report, then we refer 
them to our Boston regional office, where they are free to peruse the 
detailed listing. 
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PUBLICATION COST 


Senator SatronstaLL. How much would it cost to publish the 
summary report? 

Mr. Meptey. Well, the main portion of the cost, Senator, is in the 
receipt of the installation reports from the agency and the tabulation 
of the detailed listings. We have no real firm figure as to the total 
cost of the summary report, but in my opinion it is certainly less than 
5 percent of the total cost. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. And you would charge for that if it is given 
out? 

Mr. Mepuey. Yes. Well, we have given out some‘courtesy copies, 
of course, to the press. 

Senator SaALTronsTALL. Well, would you publish, if we leave it the 
way it is now, a summary in 1958? 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And we can see how it works out. 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Senator Pastore. As Senator Saltonstall has pointed out, let us 
assume that the Health and Welfare Department wanted to open up 
or engage more office space in Cleveland, Ohio. Could they do that 
on their own, without consulting GSA? 

Mr. MEDLEY. Mr. Knott, who is our Assistant Commissioner for 
Public Buildings, is here, and I would like to have him answer your 
question. 

Senator Pastore. My question is: Can any agency engage 


additional space at any place in the country without first consulting 
GSA as to what space may already be available? 


ACQUISITION AND DisposaL, REAL PRopERTY INVENTORY, GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF LAWSON KNOTT, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACQUIRING OFFICE SPACE 


Mr. Knorr. No, sir. GSA is the agency charged with the respon- 
sibility for acquiring all space for office-space requirements in the 128 
metropolitan areas. 

Now, there is some delegated authority outside of those 128 cities. 
But even there they must consult with us and their requirements must 
be coordinated with GSA regional offices. They may acquire space 
involving less than $2,500 on their own, because they would not then 
be in what we consider to be a competitive market. 

Senator Tuyen. If the Senator is through on that one phase: Is the 
$2,500 or less on the basis of a monthly rental? 

Mr. Knorr. No; that is an annual rental, and that would be in 
an isolated area primarily. 

Senator Toye. But for instance, in the event that there is additional 
office space needed in a city of about 14,000 in a State, and it is 
greater than the $2,500 that you have mentioned, it is approved by 
the State office; is it not? 

Mr. Knorr. The State office of that agency. 

Senator Tuyr. The State office of General Services in that respec- 
tive State? 
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Mr. Knorr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Tuyn. And if it is in greater amount than the $2,500, then 
it must be referred to the Washington office for their consideration? 

Mr. Knorr. No. There isn’t that breakdown, Senator. 

Senator Tuy. Let me frame the question in a different manner. 
Supposing any Federal agency in any State needs additional office 
space. They take the matter up with the local director in that State? 

Mr. Knorr. That is right, sir. 


AUTHORITY OF REGIONAL DIRECTOR 


Senator Tuyr. And how much authority has that director? How 
far can he go? 

Mr. Knorr. He may acquire space. Assuming that there are 
funds available for that need, he may acquire space for that agency 
up to a rental of a quarter of a million dollars. 

Senator THye. So he has a great deal of authority. 

Mr. Knorr. That is right, sir. 

Senator THyr. When does the General Services on a national level 
require that he submit the question to the home office to make a 
decision? 

Mr. Knorr. When I speak of a figure of a quarter of a million 


dollars, Senator, | am talking about merely the authority to execute 
that lease. 


Senator Tuyr. Yes. 
PROGRAM APPROVAL AT WASHINGTON LEVEL 


Mr. Knorr. There must be program approval, in any event, at the 
Washington level for such a requirement as you have described. 
And where that lease is for a term in excess of 3 years, it must be 
approved in Washington. Where there are any unusual terms in the 
lease, it must be approved in Washington. They are well defined 
areas. 

Senator THyr. But a routine normal transaction is handled en- 
tirely by the State director? 

Mr. Knorr. The regional director; yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. You mean the State is regional? 

Mr. Knorr. No, sir. There are 10 regions. 

Senator Tuyr. So that the State must submit to the region. 

Mr. Knorr. To the region. That is right. 

Senator Tuyn. The State does not have too broad authority. 

Mr. Knorr. There are no State offices of GSA as such. There are 
building superintendents and group superintendents who handle and 
manage buildings in that area. 

Senator Toye. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


INTEREST OF PUBLIC AND TRADE ASSOCIATIONS 


Senator Pastore. On this question of the summary inventory 
report, I notice here at the top of page 4, you point out that this pre- 
sents a capsule picture of the Federal realty holdings which has been 
of general interest to the public and trade associations. Of what 
interest would it be to trade associations, unless it is academic? 
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Mr. Mepury. Senator, there have been several trade associations. 
I can’t remember the precise names. The National Lumbermen’s 
Association has been interested, for example, in the amount of land 
that the Federal Government holds in a given State and how much 
of that is timberland. You have various groups that have interests 
of that nature. 

Senator Pasrorr. And educational institutions? 

Mr. Mepuey. Yes. Many times we have had inquiries from uni- 
versities who may be conducting some research project for their State 
as to the amount of the natural resources in the State owned by the 
State versus the amount owned by the Federal Government. 

Senator Pastore. And that would apply to municipalities and 
States as well? 

Mr. Meptey. Yes, sir. 


DeparRTMENT OF HEALTH, EpuUCATION, AND WELFARE 
INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN BIBLE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


ELKO INDIAN COLONY, NEVADA 


Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Bible, of Nevada, has requested an opportunity to testify 
in behalf of an item for $40,000 for the construction of sewer and water 
facilities for the Elko Indian colony, Nevada. A bill, H. R. 5953, 
passed the Senate without amendment on August 5, 1957, to authorize 
this work, and is awaiting the President’s action. 

The committee requested and has been furnished by the Division of 
Indian Health of the Public Health Service a revised detailed deserip- 
tion and cost estimate for providing these facilities, which memorap- 
dum will be placed in the record at the conclusion of Senator Bible’s 
testimony. 

A representative of the Division of Indian Health is present and 
will be called upon a little later. 

Senator Bible? 

Senator Brsue. I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before 
this committee, Mr. Chairman. I will take but a few moments. 

There is need in the supplemental appropriation for the inclusion of 
an item, which I have learned through the justification of HEW is 
$34,000 rather than $40,000, provided to carry out the intent of H. R. 
5953, which has passed both Houses of the Congress. It passed the 
Senate of the United States I think a week ago today. 

The bill that has passed is authorizing legislation to grant authority 
to HEW to construct sewer and water facilities at the Elko Indian 
colony in Elko, Nev. 

Chairman Haypen. We will put the text of the bill in the record. 

Senator Bisue. I will furnish the reporter a copy of the text of the 
bill. 


(The documents referred to follow:) 
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{H. R. 5953, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


AN ACT To provide for the construction of sewer and water facilities for the Elko Indian colony, Nevada 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That to carry out more effectively the purposes of 
the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1046), as amended (authorizing appropria- 
tions for the installation of sanitary sewer and water systems for the Indian 
village of the Elko Indian colony), and his functions under the Act entitled ‘An 
Act to transfer the maintenance and operation of hospital and health facilities 
for Indians to the Public Health Service, and for other purposes’’, approved 
August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Surgeon General is authorized— 

(1) to develop plans, after consultation with the Indians concerned and 
in cooperation with the city of Elko, Nevada, and other appropriate State or 
local public authorities, for extending the city’s water and sewer lines and pro- 
viding essential domestic and community water supplies and sewage and waste 
disposal facilities for the Indian village of the Elko Indian colony, including 
the provision of necessary appurtenances and fixtures for Indian homes in 
the village; 

(2) to make such arrangements with such public authorities, and with the 
Indians to be served by such lines, supplies, and facilities (including such 
appurtenances and fixtures), regarding contributions toward the extension 
and provision thereof and responsibilities for maintenance thereof, as in his 
judgment are equitable and will best assure the future maintenance of such 
lines, supplies, and facilities in an effective and operating condition and, 
after making such arrangements, to construct (directly or by contract) or 
otherwise provide such lines, supplies, and facilities on lands occupied by 
the Elko Indian colony or on lands made available for the purpose by the 
city of Elko or other publie agency; and 

(3) to transfer any lines, facilities, or appurtenances provided hereunder, 
with or without a money consideration, and under such terms and conditions 
as in his judgment are appropriate, having regard to the contributions made 
and the maintenance responsibilities undertaken, the special health needs 
of the Indians concerned, and the purposes of this Act, to the city of Elko, 
to the State of Nevada, or to any other subdivision of such State or, in the 
case of domestic appurtenances and fixtures, to any one or more of the occu- 
pants of the Indian home served thereby. 

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated from time to time such sums, 
not to exceed $40,000, as may be necessary to carry out this Act. 

Passed the House of Representatives July 1, 1957. 

Attest: 


Raupw R. Rosperts, Clerk. 




















CoNsTRUCTION OF INDIAN HEALTH Faciuities, PHS 


There follows a revised detailed description and cost estimate of the project 
for providing sanitary facilities for the Indian Colony at Elko, Nev.: 
Phase 1: Community facilities 


1. Extension of Elko city water system by installation of a 4-iuch cast-iron 
water main from the existing 12-inch main through the colony, with 
connection to an existing city 2-inch waterline to provide for circula- 





tion: 1,500 feet of 4-inch cast-iron pipe and 2 connections___- ~~ -_-_- $7, 700 
2. Installation of 27 service connections and curb cocks, 1 for each existing 
howe. losating..<13-<csbeexljewcdieti-psiheuvilaiwaee lies 1, 100 


3. Installation of 2,500 feet of 8-inch sewer, 6 manholes, and 3 cleanouts, 
to serve the colony, with gravity flow ‘and connection to an existing 
BEES Gy 0 Re ee ee erate cece ne a ane feta aeaaee 11, 800 
4. Provision of 27 sewer service connections, 1 for each house location--- 







SNE a he ors ssp oe nce pide errmsiginsie id dae tie cee babe alee vee ae 
Cepcrmencres CIO DOTGON  - ons nde nh ncenes4n4in dbneaets ces 2, 000 
Engineering, supervision, and overhead_--_---.....---.--------------- 3, 000 


Phase 1 total 
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Phase 2: Individual facilities 


1. Purchase of supplies and materials for house-service lines, appurte- 

nances, and fixtures to serve 27 units, including 1 sink, 1 flush toilet, 

and necessary plumbing for each unit____..._..-.--_---_---.-.__ 4, 100 
2. Labor for installation of household-service lines, plumbing, and fix- 

tures to be provided by Elko Colony Indians at no expense to the 

Sg BS li ln a te ey Tan ae RON NA ERD a” AO os 0 
3. Technical guidance, supervision, and inspection of household installa- 

tions made under item 2 to be provided by the Public Health Serv- 

lita —n- oS eabminc acu hie nat? son aneh? dite ¢ ote <5 Ae ee EAOS ado 3, 000 
4. Exhibit and demonstrations to be provided by the Public Health Serv- 

ice in cooperation with the Nevada Department of Health in fur- - 

nishing instruction to the Elko Colony Indians on the maintenance 





and upkeep of the household sanitation facilities___..._......____- 1, 000 
BP UUNNNNE SAR oS he ieee ge ated snicd n'a oedipal 
Zobel estimated protect cnet. .2..- <a nsnenavemn<dnne s~kena-+><<5 34, 000 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Binie. The situation is simply this: The Indian colony in 
Elko is on federally owned land, Government-owned land. It has 
about 25 houses occupied by about 100 Indians. There are abso- 
lutely no sewer or water facilities on this particular property. 

This is within the city limits of the city of Elko. It is a clear 
Federal responsibility. The authorizing legislation had the approval 
of the HEW, of the Department of the Interior, of the Budget, and the 
situation is critical to have the water lines and sewer lines and the 
accompanying facilities connected up, because it is a very serious 
health menace. 

I am very happy to answer any questions. 

Senator Hitt. May I say that this bill came before the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, of which I happened to be 
the chairman. It was unanimously passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


SUPPORT OF BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


As the distinguished Senator from Nevada has said, it has the O. K. 
of the Budget Bureau. In fact, the Budget Bureau did something I 
have never known them to do before. They even cited a number of 
precedents, where the Congress had acted favorably in similar cases. 
So the Budget Bureau O. K.’s it. The Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare recommends it. The Department of the Interior 
recommends it. Your Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, with practically all of its membership present, unanimously 
reported the bill to the Senate. And the Senate passed it on the 
Consent Calendar without any objection. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Has the House put it in? 

Senator Hitt. No. The House has not put it in, for this reason. 
The House unanimously passed the authorization bill. But, you see, 
the authorization bill was passed too late for the House to act. And 
remember that the House does not have a rule such as we do. 

Under the rules of the Senate, if a bill is passed, if an authorization 
bill is passed, in the Senate, it is in order to put it in the appropria- 
tion. But under the House rules, as we know, it is not in order 
put it in any appropriation until the bill has been signed by the Pr 
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dent of the United States. And this matter came too late for action 
by the House. 

Senator SatronstautL. Mr. Chairman, it sounds as if the chairman 
of the subcommittee is in favor of the amendment. 

Senator Hiiit. Mr. Chairman, if there is any doubt in the Senator’s 
mind, I want to say that, speaking for myself and the committee of 
which I have the honor to be chairman, we strongly favor the amend- 
ment. 

Chairman Haypen. We will now hear from Assistant Surgeon 
General Price. 

Pusitic HEALTH SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID PRICE, ASSISTANT SURGEON GEN- 
ERAL, AND DEPUTY CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF MEDICAL 
SERVICES, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Dr. Price. I am Dr. David Price, Assistant Surgeon General and 
Deputy Chief of the Bureau of Medical Services, of the Public Health 
Service. 

I think that the Senator from Nevada has stated the case for this 
program very well. 

I would be pleased to answer any questions that you may have 
about the specific proposals. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You are in favor of it? 

Dr. Price. We are very much in favor of the project; yes, sir. 

Senator SaLronstaLL. And you confirm what the chairman of the 
subcommittee says, the Bureau of the Budget is in favor of it. 

Dr. Price. The Bureau of the Budget raised no objections to the 
program as presented in this legislation. 

Chairman Haypen. How would you arrive at less cost than was 
estimated by the Senator from Nevada? 


DEVELOPMENT OF COST ESTIMATE 


Dr. Price. I think there have been three different cost estimates 
made at various stages, in consideration of this. Originally it was 
thought it might cost between $40,000 and $50,000 to do the job. 
Then at the time we first testified in connection with it we had a 
revised estimate of something over $38,000, and then subsequently 
have made a resurvey of the site and determined a little more 
accurately what is needed. We have also revised the proposal as to 
just how this will be done. Originally there was a thought that at 
Government expense there should be additions made to these small 
houses to accommodate the sanitary facilities. It seemed to us that 
this was not necessary and in conference with the representatives of 
the Indian tribe and the representatives of the city of Elko we de- 
termined that this would probably not be necessary and that com- 
munity resources and charities of various kinds would contribute the 
necessary construction materials and supervision for the construction, 
and the only substantial costs to the Government would be the lines 
and plumbing fixtures. 
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Chairman HaypEn. You have a firm estimate? 

De. Price. We think this is a firm estimate. 

Chairmar Haypren. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank you for your estimate, 


Puspiic HeaLttH SERVICE 
CONTROL OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASES 


STATEMENT OF DR. LEROY E. BURNEY, SURGEON GENERAL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY DR. WILLIAM H. STEWART, ASSISTANT TO 
THE SURGEON GENERAL, DR. THEODORE J. BAUER, DEPUTY 
CHIEF, BUREAU OF STATE SERVICES; STEPHEN J. ACKERMAN, 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT OFFICER, BUREAU OF STATE SERV- 
ICES; ROY L. HARLOW, CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER, AND JAMES 
F, KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER 


CONTROL OF THREATENED EPIDEMIC OF INFLUENZA 


Chairman Haypen. The next item for consideration is a supple- 
mental estimate included in Senate Document No. 57, for $500,000 
for “Communicable Diseases, Public Health Service,” for emergency 
measures necessary for the further prevention and control of a 
threatened or actual epidemic of influenza. 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


The text of the supplemental estimate, together with the justifica- 
tions presented in support thereof will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Obligations by activities 





| 1958 presently 1958 revised 






































Supplemental 
available estimate estimate 

Description al 

Posi-| Amount | Posi-| Amount | Posi-| Amount 

tions tions 

1. General disease prevention and control....__- 487 | $3. 250,000 | 487 | $3, 250,000 0 0 
2. Specific disease prevention and control .--.... 2,485,000 | 298 | 2,985,000 0 | +$500, 000 
3. General epidemic and disaster aid._........_- 40, 000 0 40, 000 0 0 
eg PR tis dchirenseeregndetin<staaner 87 475, 000 87 475, 000 0 0 
0 +500, 000 


Total obligations.......................-- 872 | 6, 250,000 | 872 | 6, 750, 000 
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Obligations ” objects 


: 2 
1958 presently| 1958 revised 


leeentiaenereteh 
available estimate estimate 


ee 


Total number of permanent positions_. i d- dept asad 872 0 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions... BES RAP 5 +25 
Average nuniber of all employees - Bape 6 Sd Pt Q +25 
Number of employees at end of y ear. 852 


4 ioe Oly 
+| 





Personal services... eased ain veekinetin osck tieadiain ae $4, 471, 665 
Travel___- Rise dina p eens f 
Transportation of ‘things. : 68, 74, 400 
Communication services... ... tind 394964 AS 3 petge athen hich ame \ 96, 700 
Se ees ene Urwin. ee ee ekaeeee a 95, 000 
Printing and reproduction. _________ , 54, 200 
Other contractual services_ ._.-._- whi com 7, 652, 800 
Services performed by other age neies.. rs 3, 100 
Supplies and materials__- saa 444, 010 
Equipment____- | 257, 900 
Grants, subsidies, and contributions: Contribution to re- | 
tirement fund__- idheaied 

Refunds, awards, ‘and indemnities_______ 
‘Taxes and assessments_- 

U nelassified (general epide mic and disaster aid) 





Total obligations_...____- 





JUSTIFICATION 


Asiatic influenza may present a major health problem for the United States 
this fall and winter. This prediction is based upon knowledge of the present 
behavior of the Far Bast strain, and on past experience with other strains of 
influenza. Since its discovery in April 1957 in Hong Kong, millions of cases 
have been reported from the Orient. Localized outbreaks have occurred during 
the past 2 months in this country, and are continuing to oceur. These out- 
breaks have involved only a few thousand people, but are quite significant be- 
cause they occurred in large gatherings. For this reason it is known that the 
virus is now widely seeded throughout the country, although large outbreaks 
have been limited to closely crowded groups. Past experience suggests that the 
disease wlil spread much more rapidly when cold weather comes in late fall or 
winter. Most of the cases in this country have been relatively mild, lasting 
only 3 or 4 days, but this, too, may change as the virus is passed from person 
to person. It is known that our population has no immunity to this new Far 
Hast influenza strain, and that previously made influenza vaccine offers no 
protection against this strain. The three factors of no immunity, widespread 
seeding, and the approaching winter months will likely combine to produce many 
outbreaks. Although the disease is expected to remain relatively mild in nature, 
it is known that the 1918 pandemic began in much the same way and created a 
real health emergency. Even a mild form of the illness might easily paralyze en- 
tire cities if the present attack rate of 30 to 50 percent should exist during the 
winter months when larger groups are involved. 

The new strain of influenza virus “Asiatic influenza” has been epidemic in the 
Far Bast, affecting over 1 million persons. Characteristics are mild infection, 
lasting 4 or 5 days, followed by complete recovery. Attack rates have run about 
20 percent plus, with a low case fatality rate (0.2 percent). Attack rates in 
some closely associated groups in the United States have been as high as 30 
to 50 percent. Experts in the field of influenza state that there is little question 
that we will have an epidemic in this country in the fall or winter months. In 
all probability this will be mild, but the virulence could increase and could be 
complicated by bacterial hitchhikers. If present attack rates and mortality rates 
continue, we could have as many as 33 million people ill with this disease, with 
approximately 66,000 deaths. Applied to Washington, D. C.’s 1 million popu- 
lation, this would mean 200,000 cases and 400 deaths. If virulence increases, 
the mortality rate would increase sharply. 

Once an individual has contracted the disease, medical, nursing, and bed care 
are the only effective therapy. There is no specific treatment. The only effec- 
tive preventive agent is a vaccine. Past experience has indicated that a single 
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injection of 1 cubic centimeter of the vaccine will be about 70 percent effective. 
Protection develops in 10 to 14 days and last approximately 1 year. The precise 
cost of the vaccine to the individual has not been determined. In bulk military 
orders the cost was 20 to 40 cents per cubic centimeter. Retail prices, of course, 
may be somewhat higher. This price does not include the cost of administering 
the vaccine. Based on these facts, the Public Health Service, jointly with the 
State and Territorial health departments and the American Medical Association, 
plan to promote the maximum use of the vaccine in the population on a voluntary 
basis as soon as it becomes available. While there is no authority for allocation 
of vaccine distribution, as supplies become available the Public Health Service 
will recommend that particular consideration be given to the vaccination of those 
whose services are imperative for the care of the sick and those needed to main- 
tain other essential functions. The State and Territorial health officers and the 
American Medical Association have jointly assured the Surgeon General that 
community resources, both public and private, will be mobilized to provide vac- 
cinations for persons who are unable to pay for such protection. 

With the voluntary cooperation of the vaccine manufacturers, every effort 
is being made to obtain maximum vaccine production. The six licensed manu- 
facturers of influenza vaccine have been contacted. They estimate they can pro- 
duce, on a 2- or 3-shift, 7-day week production schedule, more than 60 million 
doses by February 1, 1958. Vaccine production involves facilities, technical per- 
sonnel, and fertile eggs which are the medium for vaccine production. How- 
ever, there will not be enough time to produce and administer sufficient vaccine 
to immunize a majority of the population before the influenza season. 

At an effective rate of the vaccine at 70 percent, there will still be several 
million who will contract the disease and a number of deaths. Since there can be 
no assurance that the virus will not increase in virulence the mortality rate could 
increase tremendously, although with antibiotics it is very probable it would not 
approach the situation of 1918 when 850,000 deaths occurred. 

This estimate has been prepared to meet such contingencies as may arise in 
connection with a possibie influenza epidemic in the United States. It is im- 
possible to estimate when such an epidemic might occur or its severity. It is our 
prediction, however, that it would most likely come during the fall or winter 
months. In any event, it is the responsibility of the Public Health Service to 
develop the practical maximum health protection against such an epidemic 
through a program of preparedness. The total cost of carrying out the program 
necessary to attain such a state of preparedness is estimated at $775,000. Of this 
amount it is estimated $275,000 can be contributed from the currently available 
appropriation for the control of communicable diseases. Studies on enteric 
diseases and acute viral respiratory infections have been stopped. In addition 
the studies on hepatitis have been curtailed. This estimate therefore proposes 
an appropriation for the additional $500,000 required to establish and operate 
the program. This includes: 

$225,000 for production and distribution of diagnostic reagents. 
$165,000 for influenza surveillance and laboratory services. 
$40,000 for data collection and dissemination. 

$70,000 for public information and health education services. 

Further, it is proposed to transfer funds from other appropriations of the 
Public Health Service to meet additional needs which might arise. 

We do not intend to purchase vaccine except for experimental purposes and 
for our beneficiaries. 


Specific disease prevention and control: 


Prosentiy cavatinble;i90G fist 2k Be $2, 485, 000 
Revined) Gatimate, 1068 21Ue esi Oo pio oe Se eerie 2, 985, 000 
Chahge. s2tasok. Wu 0o. Sou ale Bt) s0G bili 9 in si) -++-500, 000 


(a) Production and distribution of diagnostic reagents ($225,000) 


A diagnostic reagent is a chemical or living biological preparation used in 
the laboratory diagnosis of disease. They are of two kinds: those prepared 
from chemicals and those prepared from living matter. Chemical reagents may 
vary in complexity from a simple salt solution to highly complex chemical com- 
pounds. Reagents prepared from living material also have great variety. For 
instance, and as a simple illustration, bacteria or viruses or cells such as blood 
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are widely used. Others, such as antisera, are produced by injections into vari- 
ous kinds of animals. Specifically, an example of a diagnostic reagent is a 
substance developed in a laboratory animal which, when combined with blood or 
serum of an individual, will permit identification of a specific type of infection. 

The definitive diagnosis of all respiratory infections is possible only by lab- 
oratory methods. The necessary reagents are either not available at all com- 
mercially or available only sporadically. The absence of satisfactory diagnostic 
reagents, therefore, represents a critical handicap to the study and control of 
these diseases. 

The present threat of an epidemic of Asiatic influenza by the new type A 
variants accentuates this problem. These infiuenza organisms are not the sole 
threat to the health and lives of people falling ill with influenza, Concomitant 
infection with other viruses and baceteria increases the hazards, Therefore, 
there is all urgency in providing diagnostic reagents for the infinenza virus and 
also for other respiratory viruses and bacterial agents in order to determine the 
exact cause of the respiratory disease—be it influenza or other virus or bac- 
teria—which information is essential to the surveillance of the possible epidemic. 

This budget will provide for $225,000 of additional funds and 32 temporary 
positions for the production and distribution of diagnostic reagents not avail- 
able commercially. They will be distributed to State health departments and to 
universities and other laboratories collaborating in the program. Based on 
early availability of funds, schedules provide for the production and distribution 
of viral diagnostic materials of uniform high quality by November 1, 1957, to 
help meet the immediate emergency this fall, and other needed reagents relat- 
ing to secondary infections shortly thereafter. This will require 32 additional 
scientific and laboratory personnel for approximately 4 months at a cost of 
$48,500 ; laboratory supplies in the amount of $31,275; equipment in the amount 
of $38,300 ; $92,000 for renovation and adaptation of temporary buildings; travel 
and other miscellaneous expenses of $14,925. This program will be carried out 
at the Communicable Disease Center Laboratory at Chamblee, Ga, However, 
it is absolutely necessary to have additional space to undertake an expanded 
production program such as this. All usable space at Chamblee is already over- 
crowded and there is none available that could be rented. The only alterna- 
tive is to convert old temporary buildings, 1 for laboratory space and 1 for ani- 
mal housing. These buildings, complete with furniture and air conditioning, 
ean be renovated, adapted, and ready fer operation in approximately 3 weeks, 
After the emergency it is expected the buildings would continue to be used for 
the production and standardization of diagnostic reagents and in this way relieve 
the crowded conditions at Chamblee. 


(b) Influenza surveillance and laboratory services ($165,000) 


Funds carried in the 1958 appropriation provide for pilot surveys on acute 
viral respiratory infections to determine the prevalence and importance of sec- 
ondary infections related to respiratory diseases, beginning with a small popula- 
tion group and placing emphasis on identification of currently recognized infec- 
tions and to the testing of diagnostic techniques. These studies will be delayed 
and the resources diverted to this emergency. Even so, the present level of 1958 
funds, $141,200, will be far from adequate and an additional sum of $165,000 is 
requested to meet the needs of this program. 

To deal effectively with this problem, a comprehensive and coordinated pro- 
gram must be established immediately to: 

1. Obtain current and accurate information on the seeding of the Far 
East strain of virus in this country, and on the occurrence of other strains ; 

2. Investigate and characterize outbreaks of acute respiratory diseases ; 

3. Test and evaluate vaccine against the new strain; and 

4. Follow changes in virulent periods. 

Such a program will require a major “tuneup” in terms of personnel, laboratory 
facilities, and reagents before fall and winter, when influenza classically reaches 
its peak. This program would involve the following major operations: 

1. Provide competent laboratory diagnostic services. This would be ac- 
complished through short-term, relatively low cost contracts and collabora- 
tive arrangements with about 20 State, university, and other laboratories 
throughout the country. These will be additional to the arrangements with 
laboratories presently participating in the poliomyelitis program. This net- 
work of laboratories would act as a unit in the early detection of influenza 
and the determination of virus strains. Standardization of techniques and 
training of technicians would be done in the Communicable Disease Center’s 
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virus laboratories in Montgomery, Ala., and Atlanta, Ga. These laboratory 
services are basic, both to the maintenance of adequate intelligence about 
the disease, and to the investigative activities outlined below. 

2. Conduct limited epidemiological investigations of outbreaks of acute 
respiratory disease in order to establish the strain of virus involved, the clin- 
ical character of the disease, vaccination status of cases, nature of possible 
associated bacterial agents, and the extent and limitations of the spread of 
infection. This would be accomplished by the addition of three personnel to 
the epidemic intelligence service of the Communicable Disease Center. These 
officers would collect appropriate specimens from suspected cases, either 
individually or in outbreaks, transmit them to designated laboratories, and 
coordinate and assist in investigations of epidemic situations. 

8. Carry out limited investigations of vaccine effectiveness, potency reac- 
tion, and vaccination techniques. These activities would involve the same 
laboratory and epidemiological personnel as the activities described above, 

To carry out this program an additional amount of $165,000 and 10 temporary 
positions ($44,000) is requested. This would provide for a medical director to 
serve as overall coordinator of the program; 3 epidemic intelligence officers to 
investigate sporadic cases of outbreak of acute respiratory infections, to collect 
specimens and transmit them to designated laboratories for virus isolation and 
identification and to participate in field evaluation of vaccine developed against 
new strains (other epidemic intelligence officers will be handling both polio and 
influenza, but with the problems presented by the possibility of the introduction 
of a new strain of influenza and the accompanying problems involved in the 
evaluation of effective vaccine, it is necessary to supplement the present staff 
of epidemic intelligence officers) ; a medical officer, 2 virvlogists and 3 laboratory 
technicians to be assigned to the laboratory to provide the staff needed to carry 
on the activities of the influenza strain center and to assist in field investigations 
and vaccine evaluation; employment of temporary personnel as regional coor- 
dinators who will assist in unification of the laboratory network and in the train- 
ing activities for technicians from State and local laboratories. Expenses for 
other than personnel are estimated at $121,000, including $33,000 for travel and 
transportation ; $2,300 for communication services ; $24,400 for laboratory sup- 
plies and equipment; $1,300 for retirement and social security costs; and $60,000 
for contracts with laboratories. This provides for 20 laboratories at $3,000 each 
for about 4 months. 


(ce) Data collection and dissemination ($40,000) 


National intelligence will need to be maintained and preparedness plans made 
regarding the incidence of influenza ; the production, supply, and distribution and 
utilization of vaccine; and other related aspects of program planning and opera- 
tion. Although these activities have many similarities to the current poliomy- 
elitis program, the costs of these influenza services can be absorbed only to a small 
extent because the poliomyelitis activities continue to require attention at the 
budget level for 1958. 

The program activities would involve the collection and making available of 
national data on program operations, influenza incidence and vaccine production, 
distribution, and utilization. This will include maintaining liaison with and 
receving reports from vaccine manufacturers, State and local health agencies, 
and other professional groups; the compilation and analysis of these data, and 
dissemination of this information to professional organizations, and in answering 
Congressional and other correspondence and telephone inquiries. This activity 
is necessary in order to plan and evaluate control measures, the adequacy of 
vaccine production and distribution, and the extent and nature of vaccine utiliza- 
tion. All of the professional and clerical work required for such an operation 
cannot be performed with existing staff and some supplementation of staff will, 
therefore, be required for this activity, including funds for additional travel and 
communication expenses of existing regional office personnel. 

The estimate for this activity proposes an additional $40,000 for 6 temporary 
positions at a net cost of $26,000; travel, $6,000 ; communication services, $6,000; 
other miscellaneous expenses, $2,000. 


(d) Public information and health education $70,000 
The provision of public information and health education services and ma- 
terials is an important integral part of the influenza control program. In addi- 


tion to keeping the public and professional groups fully informed concerning pro- 
gram developments, it will be necessary to provide technical assistance to States 
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in the development of health education and community organization plans to 
meet a widespread epidemic. 

This activity would also include the development of health education and 
information materials in the form of pamphlets, newspaper mats, and radio and 
TV material for distribution to States and communities to reproduce and use in 
their local areas. 

It is estimated that an additional $70,000 will be required to carry out this 
program. ‘This will provide for 4 temporary positions at a net cost of $19,000; 
production and distribution of materials, $42,500; travel and other miscellaneous 
expenses, $8,500. 

Authority for transfer of funds.—In addition to the appropriation of $500,000, 
authority is requested for the transfer of funds from other appropriations of 
the Public Health Service as required to assure that all necessary preparatory 
steps are taken, and to cover the needs which might occur in the event of a 
limited emergency between congressional sessions, i. e., an explosive epidemic 
of influenza. For instance, it is possible that it may be necessary to call to 
active duty some of the inactive reserve personnel of the Public Health Service 
to assist State and local health agencies in their public health control measures 
during an emergency. In addition, it is conceivable that a need may arise to 
provide financial assistance to States in order to meet acute emergencies. These 
funds may be needed, prior to or in excess of the availability of State or local 
funds, to purchase supplies and materials. 

In the event an epidemic should reach such proportions as to preclude the 
Public Health Service from financing appropriate measures from already avail- 
able funds (including the proposed supplemental estimate), funds would be re- 
quested from the President’s disaster relief fund in such amount as would allevi- 
ate the situation. The exact circumstances under which this would occur cannot 
be predicted with certainty. It would vary in accordance with the scope and 
timing of the emergency situation and the status of Public Health Service funds. 


List of positions 
ACTIVITY : PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF DIAG \OSTIC REAGENTS 


Temporary personnel: 
Director grade scientisist__......._._~ Mpisindcetdsrth abhi tibiae— diikin 
Senior grade scientists__—~— 


Scientists, grade GS-9 
cet ES TO SS a A | eee. 
RUEETRERESUCE RCL VG CHOU, SOTO Ce ca nc cst rt en et ee 
Laboratory technicians, grade GS-5 
Laboratory technicians, grade GS—4___._.__ ~~~ 
Caerreal avsistants, ' erage Ga-o. so ee 


de em CO DO CLIO DS Co bo Go 


Ree eee e eee ee ene eee ect eaten cant ogee a eae 32 
ACTIVITY : SURVEILLANCE AND LABORATORY SERVICES 
Temporary personnel : 

Director grade medical offieeriu lic ue belek ee 1 
Senior assistant grade medical officer__._.....__._-______ 1 
Senior assistant grade medical officers (EIS officers)____-_____ ¢ 
Vinelogiste, grade GSH12- 21. ee es tg) 8 one) 2 
Laboratory technicians, grade GS-8_1._.....-_____-______ é 
Laboratory coordinators (WAE) 

BOC iio okies tls ado lad bes Ue el ld Th 10 
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List of positions—Continued 
ACTIVITY : DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION 


Temporary personnel : 


Direetori grade ; medical! cfbecersun. io. soso ocd ce ld 1 
Public health representative, grade GS—13__-----------------------. 1 
Statistical, clerks,‘ grade: GS-6. 2a) 22 se 2 
Secnotaryy erede ‘GO eGenn Wishes oak hokey ee heel 1 
(Chests, -eunee:| Gti Oh a ee eh oa tl 1 

M@tO) colic tweet bbe ol. ok tale ce 6 


ACTIVITY : PUBLIC INFORMATION AND HEALTH EDUCATION SERVICES 


Temporary personnel: 
RACER, COUCRION, STAGO SIA etiite nsnck ng oman nk we eta inhin ge ate 1 
Information. epecialist, .@rade, GS-13 ~..2<.enenessi enh} n= seepage 1 
Clerical assistant, grade GS-5 1 
Secretary, grade GS-5 1 


Total 





GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Dr. Leroy E. Burney, the Surgeon General of 
the Public Health Service, is here to inform the committee of the need 
for these funds. 

Dr. Burney. 

Dr. Burney. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate, on behalf 
of all of us, this opportunity to tell you a little bit about the problem 
of influenza, what we are doing about it, and why we are asking for 
this additional request. 

I have a formal statement here which I would like to submit for the 
record, but with your permission, I would rather just tell you some 
of the highlights. 

PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. The statement will be inserted in the record in 
full, and we would be glad to have you highlight it. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to appear before you and to tell you about Public Health Service plans and activi- 
ties with regard to the influenza situation in the United States. 

Asian influenza will probably present a major health problem for the United 
States this fall and winter. As you know, a serious epidemic of influenza has 
been prevalent in portions of Asia for some months. Since the disease first 
occurred last April in Hong Kong, milions of cases has been reported from the 
Western Pacific and the Far East. 

Within the past 2 months, localized outbreaks have occurred in this countfy. 
New outbreaks continue to be reported during the summer, normally a season 
of low influenza incidence. These outbreaks are significant not only for the 
numbers of people affected but because they have occurred where people con- 
gregate together in relatively small areas, such as military and youth encamp- 
ments. By now, members of these groups have returned to widely scattered 
locations throughout the country. Therefore, most areas of the country have 
undoubtedly already been exposed to the influenza virus. Past experience sug- 
gests that the disease will spread much more rapidly with the advent of cold 
weather in the fall and winter. 

One other factor will add to the problem in this country. ‘The Asian influenza 
is caused by a new strain of influenza virus, against which the American people 
have no immunity. Moreover, previously made influenza vaccine offers no pro- 
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tection against this new strain. This fact, added to the widespread exposure and 
the approach of sold weather, will undoubtedly combine to produce many out- 
breaks in the coming months, 

Most of the cases in this country and elsewhere have been relatively mild. 
They have been characterized by fever of 102° to 104°, headache, sore thrvat, 
cough, and muscle aches. The fever lasts about 3 to 5 days, followed by weak- 
ness for several more days. There is always a possibility, however, that the 
yirulence of the disease could increase as the virus is passed from person to 

rson. 

a“ the Far East, the attack rate was approximately 20 percent, with a case 
death rate of 0.2 percent. Attack rates ranging from 30 to 50 percent have been 
reported in localized outbreaks in this country. If we assume an attack rate of 
10 to 20 percent here, and apply it to a city of 1 million people, this means there 
could be 100,000 to 200,000 cases in a city like Washington. 

It can be seen, therefore, that even a mild form of the illness could almost 
paralyze entire cities during the time an epidemic strikes. This is particularly 
true if the present attack rates prevail during the winter months when larger 
groups are involved. An epidemic, if it occurs, would hit most areas of the 
country simultaneously, with probably no more than a few weeks difference 
between epidemic peaks on our two coasts. 

Once an individual has contracted the disease, medical, nursing, and bed care 
are the only effective therapy. There is no specific treatment. The only means 
of prevention is an influenza vaccine prepared from the Asian strain of virus. 
This vaccine stimulates the production of antibodies, or disease fighters, in hu- 
man beings against the strain of influenza virus used in its manufacture. 

Shortly after the influenza outbreak in the Far East in April, the new virus 
strain was isolated by United States Army medical teams and shipped to this 
country for study. Scientists at both Army and Public Health Service labora- 
tories confirmed the report that this was a new strain of the type A influenza 
virus. 

On May 22, the Public Health Service supplied samples of the strain to the 
six pharmaceutical houses licensed to manufacture influenza vaccine. Both 
their scientists and ours started growing the virus in fertile hens’ eggs and mak- 
ing small amounts of an experimental vaccine. As soon as enough experimental 
yaccine was available, it was tested on volunteers through the facilities of the 
Service and its cooperating laboratories. From these tests, scientists deter- 
mined that the new single-strain vaccine held promise of giving substantial pro- 
tection against Asian influenza, and the manufacturers began working on large- 
scale production. 

Based on past experience with influenza vaccines, the scientists estimate that 
the new vaccine will be about 70 percent effective. According to current sci- 
entific thinking, a single injection will confer immunity for approximately 1 year. 

Vaccine is now available for public use in small amounts. At the request of 
the Public Health Service, the manufacturers have set a production goal of at 
least 60 million ce. by February 1. In most instances, this will involve hiring 
additional personnel and working extra shifts. 

The Public Health Service has embarked on an educational campaign to en- 
courage maximum use of the influenza vaccine as soon as it becomes available. 
The American Medical Association, the American Hospital Association, the 
State and Territorial health officers, and other professional and voluntary groups 
have joined us in this effort. 

As I have indicated, a good start has been made toward producing a substantial 
amount of vaccine at the earliest possible date. The manufacturers are work- 
ing at top capacity and their production forecasts are increasingly optimistic. 

At the same time, of course, it is obvious that the vaccine will be in short supply 
during most of the fall and winter months. We plan to work with the manu- 
facturers, the States, and the health professions to assure the best use of the 
vaccine in view of the nature of the influenza problem. 

Thus far, as I have said, the influenza outbreaks have been mild, with very low 
death rates. For most individuals, influenza does not constitute a serious hazard, 
and the illness is of comparatively brief duration. Because, however, we face 
the prospect of explosive and sudden epidemics this fall and winter, with an 
expected attack rate of 10 to 20 percent, the effect on groups and communities 
can be quite serious, Entire groups could be incapacitated for perhaps a week 
at a time, with tremendous consequences on health services, on vital channels of 
transportation and communication, on other necessary local services, and on the 
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local economy. It is important, therefore, that consideration be given to early 
vaccination of key groups. 

One group that can be identified readily are those whose services are impera- 
tive for care of the sick. Physicians, nurses, and hospital staff personnel would 
be unusually exposed to the disease. A reduction in strength of about 20 percent 
among these groups could be particularly serious at a time when the demands 
for medical care would be extraordinarily heavy. 

Other groups would vary from community to community according to local 
conditions and needs. In most instances, however, they would include thoge 
needed to carry on essential community services, such as safety and communica- 
tion. In the national vaccine promotion campaign, particular appeals will be 
made to health workers and other essential groups. 

We believe that an equitable geographic distribution of the vaccine is possible 
on a voluntary basis. We also believe that a national priority system is un- 
necessary in view of the facts that all age groups are vulnerable to influenza and 
that key groups will vary in accordance with local situations. 

At an effectiveness rate of the vaccine of 70 percent, and with the vaccine in 
short supply, there will be several million people who will contract the disease— 
and some deaths. If the disease should increase in virulence, the mortality rate 
could increase sharply. This may be what happened in the epidemic of 1918, 
when 850,000 deaths occurred. Thousands of influenza patients died of pneu- 
monia and other secondary infections following the disease. Although infants and 
the older people are more susceptible to pneumonia than the other age groups, 
penicillin and other antibiotics are available for treatment, and a repeat of the 
1918 experience is unlikely. The Public Health Service has alerted the manu- 
facturers of antibiotics to the need for increasing their supplies for use in fight- 
ing infections arising from a possible epidemic. 

In view of all these facts, it is imperative that we have plans to meet any 
emergency which may arise. It is impossible at this time to predict the size, 
extent, or severity of an influenza epidemic. We believe, however, that it is the 
responsibility of the Public Health Service to develop a program of maximum 
possible protection. Preparedness is our best defense. 

To this end, we have developed a preparedness plan to meet the needs now and 
iu the future. I have already pointed out some of the steps we have taken: 
working with the manufacturers to produce and test a preventive vaccine, and 
planning for the best use of the vaccine in the months ahead. 

At the same time, we have been actively engaged in other aspects of influenza 
surveillance and control. Officers of our communicable disease center in Atlanta 
have been alerted to stand by to assist health departments in any community in 
the country where influenza might break out. An influenza surveillance unit was 
set up at CDC to receive and investigate reports from States on outbreaks of 
influenzalike diseases. Our laboratories are helping to study and analyze acute 
respiratory diseases. We are continuing to keep the medical and health profes- 
sions, as well as the public, informed of developments in the influenza situation, 
Barly in June, we established an advisory committee of physicians and health 
officers on the possibilities of an influenza epidemic in this country. Public Health 
Service staff members have worked closely with the American Medical Associa- 
tion in the development of a standby plan for the best use of available health 
and medical manpower in the event of an influenza emergency. 

The supplemental budget request which is hefore you would enable us fo 
intensify these activities and to undertake additional measures before an epi- 
demic strikes. Essentially, our planning envisions two types of activities: (1) 
Those which should be instituted or expanded at once, before an epidemic oc- 
curs; and (2) those which should be instituted only in the event of an actual 
or imminent epidemic. 

For phase 1, i. e. the immediate program, there is before you a request of 
$500,000. This program would consist of four types of activities: (1) Produc- 
tion and distribution of diagnostic reagents; (2) influenza surveillance and 
laboratory services; (3) collection and dissemination of data; and (4) health 
education and information services. 

Positive diagnosis of all respiratory infections can be done only in the lab- 
ratory with the use of substances called reagents. These laboratory aids are 
extremely important in identifying virus infections, whether they are caused 
by the new Asian influenza virus or by other viruses. In order to determine 
the exact cause of a respiratory disease—and thus keep track of a possible epi- 
demic situation—a. sufficient supply of diagnostic reagents is essential. 
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At the present time, however, reagents are ayailable in only very limited 
quantities. We plan to produce these diagnostic reagents in our laboratories 
and distribute them to State health departments, universities, and other col- 
laborating institutions, 

We propose also to conduct a comprehensive program of influenza surveillance 
and laboratory services. In this program we would collect information on the 
incidence of the Asian and other strains of influenza; investigate acute respira- 
tory diseases; test and evaluate vaccines; and determine the virulence of the 
disease. Laboratory diagnostic services would be provided through contracts 
with about 20 State laboratories and through collaborative arrangements with 
additional local laboratories throughout the country. This network of labora- 
tories is vital to the early detection of influenza and the determination of virus 
strains. Our laboratories in Montgomery, Ala., would be responsible for stand- 
ardizing the laboratory techniques and for training the necessary technicians. 

In order to investigate the extent, nature, and spread of disease outbreaks, we 
propose to expand the epidemic intelligence staff of the Communicable Disease 
Center. The purpose of this expansion is to augment our group of epidemiologists 
who are currently in startegic areas throughout the country working on polio 
and who will now also help investigate outbreaks of influenza. These officers 
will collect specimens from suspected cases, transmit them to designated labora- 
tories, and conduct intensive investigations of epidemic situations. They will 
also help test and evaluate the vaccine in the field. 

A comprehensive control program depends upon a complete and up-to-date 
picture of influenza developments. National intelligence is needed on the inci- 
dence of influenza, and on the supply, distribution, and use of the vaccine. We 
plan to provide this inteligence through the collection, analysis, and dissemina- 
tion of nationwide data on influenza. 

In the last analysis, the success of any large-scale efforts to control an influenza 
epidemic depends upon an alert and informed public. We must avert the dangers 
of indifference on the one hand, and of undue hysteria, on the other. This calls 
for current and reliable public information on the exact nature of the problem 
and on the actions which need to be taken. We plan to provide these informa- 
tional and educational services, in coperation with State and local health depart- 
ments and professional groups. 

As I have mentioned, we have started some of the measures I have just outlined. 
They will be expanded as soon as funds aré made available. 

The authorization to transfer funds from other Public Health Service ap- 
propriations will provide a source of additional funds if circumstances now un- 
foresee make it necessary to spend more than the estimate before you would 
finance. For example, it might be necessary to mobilize up to 660 inactive Reserve 
officers of the Public Health Service to assist State and local health agencies to 
earry out emergency public-health measures. This alone would cost approximate- 
ly $1 million. Other foreseeable possibilities are financial assistance to hard- 
hit States and localities to help defray the costs of emergency services, and the 
purchase and distribution of critically needed medical supplies. We may also find 
it necessary to intensify the public educational campaign; or we may be called 
upon to render assistance to emergency medical and hospital care program. 

I mention these as possibilities. 1 hope such large-scale operations on the part 
of the Federal Government do not become necessary, but we do not know the 
size, extent, duration, or severity of the influenza problem with which we will 
have to cope this year. 

In the event of an all-out health emergency, we would expect to draw upon 
the President's disaster appropriation for funds in excess of amounts that could 
be provided from Public Health Service appropriations. 
< We hope, of course, that such an eventuality never occurs, and we are direct- 
ing all our efforts toward its prevention. Our proposed preparedness program 
offers a practical approach toward this goal, in our opinion. It will enable us 
to mobilize health resources and to encourage preventive measures. It will em- 
ploy the combined resources of Federal, State, and local governments, the medical 
profession, and the pharmaceutical industry. And, short of serious epidemic 
with high death rates, the cost to the Federal Government will not be great. 

Dr. Stewart, Dr. Bauer, 2nd other members of our staff are here to furnish any 
additional information you may desire, or to answer your questions. ' 
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SPREAD OF INFLUENZA OUTBREAK 


Senator SALronsTaLL. The amount is $500,000 ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. Thank you, sir. I would like to give you a 
little background on it. 

As you know from some of the press releases and other information 
we supplied to your staff, in April we had reports of a large outbreak 
of influenza in Hong Kong which spread very rapidly in both diree- 
tions, to the Philippines, Indonesia, and in the other direction, to 
Cambodia, Laos, Pakistan, Vietnam and on into India. 

The United States Army Medical Laboratory in Japan recognized 
this large outbreak in Hong Kong, and had the alertness to send a 
team to Hong Kong and get some throat washings from the people 
in that area. They brought them back to their laboratory in Japan 
and isolated what they believed to be a new strain of the influenza 
virus. 

They sent that strain back to Walter Reed Medical Center, and it 
was then supplied to us at the NIH. 


I would like to emphasize that point because I think the Army - 


merits a great deal of credit for being alert and getting this new 
strain of virus back to this country so we, in turn, could supply it to 
the manufacturers and actually start production of the new vaccine, 
before we had the first case of the infection in this country. 

Senator Sauronstraty. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Chairman Hayven. Certainly. 

Senator SatronstatL. What was this virus and influenza that was 
holding up these students in New York today and yesterday? Was 
that an old influenza or this new disease ? 

Dr. Burney. It is expected that it is the new disease, Senator Sal- 
tonstall; but, to be absolutely sure, one has to have laboratory con- 
firmation. In other words, the only way that one can be sure that this 
is due to the Asian type of virus or, rather, to a serious cold, or to 
adenovirus is to have a laboratory diagnosis, but, in view of the other 
outbreaks we had, the New York authorities and we expect it is due 
to this new Asian strain. 

Senator Sauronstraty. So we have it in this country today ¢ 

Dr. Burney. Oh, yes, sir. 

I would like to show you a map a little bit later, on the whole 
thing. Many million cases occurred in the Western Pacific and the 
Far Eastern countries. This disease was, by and large, a mild infec- 
tion, lasting about 4 to 5 days, with the usual symptoms of headache, 
sore throat, chronic unproductive cough, fever of 102 to 104, and then 
severe muscle aches, which are typical of any flu that we have; and 
then followed by 3 to 5 days of general weakness which keep the 
people from working very much. 


MORTALITY RATE 


The mortality rate in these countries was about two-tenths of 1 
percent, although I think you would have to recognize that both the 
incidence of the disease as well as the death rate is a little hard to get 
trom these countries, because reporting is not nearly as good as it is 
here. The deaths reported apparently occurred primarily in the 
older age groups, but to some extent in the very young—that is, those 
of 1 year or 2 years of age. 


a. hate See ee 
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Due to the work at the Walter Reed Medical Center and the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, it was determined that this was a new 
strain, Which we had had no experience with before, of the influenza 
virus. And, as I said, the virus was then given to the six licensed 
manufacturers to start production of vaccine. 

Well, the disease continued to spread, Mr. Chairman, to Japan, 
although not quite as severely as it had in the Philippines, and then 
it spread on farther into western Europe, and then we began to have 
cases in this country. 

When you recognize that we have about 1,700 people disembarking 
from the Far East every day into the west coast, you can see why it 
could be started very easily. 

So we did have some cases aboard ship, and then we had some cases 
in our recruits in the naval base at San Diego. Then we had some 
yeports confirmed of some cases in Navy personnel along the east 
coast here. Then, of course, we had the outbreak at Grinnell, Iowa, 
which was confirmed as due to this new virus, in this religious youth 
camp there. 

We had contirmed cases in the Boy Scouts jamboree at Valley Forge, 
and there have been a number of other outbreaks. So we believe 
very frankly, sir, that the virus is well seeded throughout the United 
States. 

ORIGIN OF DISEASE 


Senator ELLenver. Were you able to trace the origin of it? Was it 
brought here through the ships and airplanes by people coming from 
abroad ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. There is no question about that. Influenza 
is probably as contagious, or more.so, than measles, which is very 
contagious. 

TOTAL CASES IN UNITED STATES 


Senator Exitenper. How many known cases have you had? 

Dr. Burney. About 13,000 in the United States up to the present 
time. 

Senator E.Lenper. Have there been any deaths from that? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir; at the last reporting, I believe there were 
three deaths. 

Senator ELxenver. Attributable to that? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. Of course, those are attributable primarily 
to complications. One of them, as I recall, had a severe heart con- 
dition. 

Senator ELienper. This aggravated that, I guess. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. We have a map here, which Dr. Stewart can 
show you, showing the outbreaks we have had in this country up to 
the present time. 

Senator Ture. You had one in Minnesota. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. Were there many affected in the Minnesota area ? 

Dr. Stewart. No. This one person contracted it in Grinnell, Iowa, 
and went home. The red dots indicate unconfirmed cases, where the 
laboratory diagnosis has not been made yet. The green dots are con- 
firmed cases on which we have had laboratory diagnoses. The dots can 
range from 1 person being ill to 1,000 or more. 





806 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 















Senator Evtenper. I see you have four in Louisiana, being a ship 
port, I guess, where ships are coming in ? 

Dr. Srewakt. Two of these were Boy Scouts coming back from Val- 
ley Forge. One is in Tangipahoa Parish, where there are 1 5000 ill 
there in “Negro schools. They are in school at this time. These have 
not been confirmed laboratorywise, yet, but, certainly, it appeared 
there. 

Chairman Haypen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
Senator Tarr. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Haypen. Senator Thye. 


EFFECTIVENESS OF VACCINATION 


















Senator Turn. How effective is your vaccination ? 

Dr. Burney. We cannot say, positively, Senator Thye, how effec- 
tive it is. We have had polyvalent vaccine, that is, vaccine that con- 
tains strains against a number of influenza viruses, and the controlled 
studies in the United States Army have indicated that is approxi- 
mately 70 percent effective. We have had, also, some previous out- 
breaks in which a 1-strain vaccine has been prepared, and that has been 
approximately 70 percent effective. So we believe, on this basis, that 
this new vaccine will be approximately 70 percent effective, but we 
cannot say, positively, sir. 

Senator Extenper. What would this $500,000 be used for? 

Dr. Burney. I have that here. If it is agreeable with you, sir, I 
would like to tell you a little bit more background. First, we have 
expected outbreaks in this country in these summer months, but it 
would be most unusual, based upon past experience, for us to have 
a large epidemic in summer months. It just does not occur, ordinarily, 
Our epidemics occur in the colder, winter months. 

Our proposal is based on the assumption by our experts, as well as 
those outside of the Public Health Service, that we will, in all proba- 
bility, have a large epidemic this winter. You recognize that this is 
a forecast which may be wrong, but, on the basis of the 13,000 cases 
we have had already, with the fact that the country is pretty well 
seeded with the virus, and knowing from past experience how it does 
spread in other epidemics, we believe that there will be a large epidemie 
this winter. 

Senator Tuys. Doctor, is it effective if you give them the injection 
at the time they are known to have the virus, or must you inoculate in 
advance to prevent the occurrence of the virus ? 























INOCULATION NECESSARY IN ADVANCE 

Dr. Burney. You must inoculate in advance. It takes about 10 to 
14 days for the vaccine to reach its peak of effectiveness. 

Senator Ture. Then it is highly desirable that you have as much 
of this vaccine that you can process in the laboratories, and get it out 
to the doctors, and get the people injected ? 

Dr. Burney. Absolutely. 

Senator Tyr. As rapidly as possible, so as to have them immune, 
as far as immunity is possible, before your cold weather sets in or 
before the children reassemble in the schools in the northern regions! 
Dr. Burney. That is exactly right, sir. 
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Senator Tuyz. That is the purpose of the $500,000. 


Senator ELtenper. It is not proposed to give free vaccinations, is it? 
Dr. Burney. No, sir. 


Senator ELLeNper. Of course not. 

Senator Hitt, Mr. Chairman, might I make a suggestion ? 

I know Dr. Burney and the Public Health Service have given this 
matter a lot of thought and study. You have been in consultation 
with representatives of the American Medical Association, I believe, 
representatives of the State and Territorial Health Officers Associa- 
tion, and also, of course, with your manufacturers and processors of 
vaccine, and other organizations that might throw some light on this. 

I think it would be helpful to the committee if you would, first, 
give us a picture of what we might expect; I mean, how many people 
we might expect to have this flu, and the number of deaths that might 
result therefrom, realizing, too, that it is not possible for you at this 
time to know how virulent this flu may be. 


INFLUENZA EPIDEMIC IN WORLD WAR I 


As I recall, there were some 850,000 people here in the United States 
who died at the time of the influenza epidemic in World WarlI. Was 
that not true? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. It may be more virulent here than it has been in 
some of the other countries. 

Dr. Burney. That is correct. 

Senator Hix. I think if the doctor would give us the picture of 
what we might expect, after consultation with these others who are 
interested, like the representatives of the American Medical Associa- 
tion and the State and Territorial health officers, that would help the 
committee. I realize this is not a mathematical proposition. 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. If you would give that information as to what we 
might expect as to the number of people who would have this flu to 
be afflicted and death might result, and what the result might be if 
this flu should be more virulent than it has been in these other coun- 
tries, and then tell us exactly what you propose to do about it, and 
how you would spend the funds this committee might give you. 

Dr. Burney. All right, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Give us that whole picture. 

Dr. Burney. Let me say that working with the American Medical 
Association and the American Hospital Association, relative not only 
to the vaccination program but recognizing that all people will not be 
vaccinated, and if we have the epidemic there is going to be a tre- 
mendous demand for medical, hospital, and nursing care 

Senator Hiiy. I do not want to interrupt you, but the truth is the 
people are not going to be vaccinated. You say all the people cannot 
be vaccinated, because the vaccine is not here. 

Dr. Burney. In too short atime. 

Senator Hitz. In too short a time. 

Dr. Burney. So we have had full support and understanding from 
these groups, and we are working out with them all of the details of 
what will be done to take care of patients when they do become ill. 

And I was up in your State, Senator Thye, the day before yester- 
day, and Dr. Bauer, who is developing a statewide advisory committee 
on influenza vaccine program. 
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ATTACK RATE 


The attack rate in these other countries, Mr. Chairman, was about 
15 to 20 percent. In other words, it varied a little bit in the number 
of cases—15 or 20 percent of the total population. 

In the outbreaks we have been having in this country, again recog- 
nizing that most of them have been in groups, either in the milita 
group or a group like the Boy Scouts camps, the attack has been be- 
tween 30 and 50 percent. 

Now, on the assumption that it will be between 15 and 20 percent 
of the population in this country—and it may only be 10 percent, it 
may be 25 percent, but we would say between 15 and 20 percent of the 
total population would be affected—and also on the knowledge that 
influenza spreads and is over very quickly; it is not like the measles 
or diphtheria, it does not take several months—if it started in San 
Francisco, for example, in epidemic proportions, there would prob- 
ably be only about 4 weeks’ time elapse between the peak of the epi- 
demic there and the peak in Boston, for example—it spreads that 
quickly. 





TOTAL CASES TO BE EXPECTED 


So let us assume we have a population of 170 million—that is not 
an assumption, I guess—if you only had 10 percent attack rate, that 
would be 17 million people who would be affected. 

And, even though the diséase remains mild, when you figure, let us 
say, in your Twin Cities, Mr. Thye, I believe you have about 1 million 
population in the Twin Cities, in that area, if you had a 10 percent 
attack rate in a period of 4 to 6 weeks, you would have at least 100,000 
people become ill in a 4- to 6-week period, over and above the other 
illnesses. 

When you recognize the impact that would have, not only on schools, 
but on communications, transportation and the people taking care of 
the sick, you can recognize the importance of it. 


EXPECTED DEATH RATE 


Now, on the death rate, answering your question, Senator Hill, we 
do not know, but we would expect our death rate to be much lower 
than they have had in the other countries, because there you have peo- 
ple who are not quite as well nourished, in many instances, as our 
people are, and have more parasitic diseases, and are not as healthy as 
we are. So we probably would have a very low mortality rate. 

Senator Hix. I believe in your justification you state, do you not: 

If present attack rates and mortality rates continue, we could have as many 
as 33 million people ill with this disease, with approximately 66,000 deaths. 

Applied to Washington, D. C.’s 1 million population, this would mean 200,000 
cases and 400 deaths. If virulence increases, the mortality rate would increase 
rapidly. 

Dr. Burney. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Hu. Is that right? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hit. Is that the story ? 

Dr. Burney. That is exactly right. 

Now, the only preventive is the vaccine, whether it is 70 percent 
effective, 50 percent or 80 percent—that is the only preventive we have. 
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Antibiotics do not prevent the influenza. They are not effective in 
treating influenza. They are effective in treating the bacteria com- 
lications that follow. 

Senator Tye. It is not like diphtheria ? 

Dr. Burney. No, sir. 

Senator Taye. You know if you have a positive case of diphtheria, 
you can aid immediately with proper injections, and you can immune 
the others. 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Tuyer. But this here is not 

Dr. Burney. No, sir. 

Senator Ture. That kind of a virus. 

Dr. Burney. That is right. So we have to figure on two jobs. No. 1 
is to get as much vaccine available and into people’ s arms when this 
hits, w whenever it hits, and No, 2 is to be sure we are providing through 
the States and local communities the plans to take care of these people 
when they do become ill, in the impact. 

Senator Tryr. Are they vaccinating now? The schoolchildren 
should be vaccinated before they reassemble in the schools, should they 
not. For reason of congestion you are more apt to spread the disease or 
the infection. So when will they commence to inject any appreciable 
percentage of the children or the population 

Dr. Burney. We doubt if there will be enough vaccine available 
by the time most schools convene, Senator, to have much vaccination. 
Senator Tye. They will convene in 3 weeks, 








fLOTAL VACCINE AVAILABLE BY SEPTEMBER 15 


Dr. Burney. We expect about 8 million cubic centimeter to be avail- 
able by the 15th of September. But again, about half of that is already 
contracted for by the military and quite wisely so, because our service- 
men must be protected and alerted. 

Senator Hiri. Another thing we must bear in mind, Doctor, is that 
this is not a disease like polio that strikes so predominantly in the 
young. This is a disease that strikes all ages, and all places and all 
sexes, is that not right ¢ 

Dr. Burney. Exactly. 

Senator H1iu. And it is a disease that can strike your police force, 
fire department force, your communications workers 

Senator ELtenper. Or Members of Congress. 

Senator Tuyr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 





FUNDS FOR EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES 


Senator ELLenper. Doctor, would you say this fund you are asking 
for would be used more or less for educational purposes, that is, not to 
buy the vaccine but simply to indicate how we should go about in pro- 
tecting ourselves from the disease ? 

Dr. Burney. That is a large part of it. If agreeable, I have the 
four points that we would like to use. 

Senator ELLenper. Let us go ahead. That is what we are trying to 
get from you. 
Dr. Burney. This $500,000 would include four points. 
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(1) For the production and distribution of diagnostic reagents for 
laboratories, in order to be able to confirm this type of disease. Those 
are not available at the present time but can be produced by the commu- 
nicable disease center. The laboratories do not have the material and 
it is essential we have diagnostic reagents. 

(2) We do need to keep abreast of what is going on, in other words, 
to carry on a surveillance program in this as we have done in polio, 
and we propose there to have some funds for adding some epidemiolo- 
gists to our communicable disease center staff who can work in the 
States and keep abreast of that. 

(3) This is being able to collect immediately all the data that we 
have on the epidemic and be sure that the public and the health depart- 
ments are familiar with this. 

(4) This is the point you brought out, the education of the public, 
because we have to get the public aware of the fact, and hope that they 
will avail themselves fo the vaccine when it becomes available. 


DIAGNOSTIC REAGENTS 


Senator Hitt. Now, let us go, Doctor, to these diagnostic reagents, 
Diagnostic reagents, I believe you call them, do you not, sometimes? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. You state we do not have them today. I wish you 
would tell us as to the need or importance of them and how we can 
get them and what you propose to do from the standpoint of the Pub- 
lic Health Service about them. 

Dr. Burney. The reason we do not have them for this is here we 
have a new strain of a virus and we do not, naturally, have them. The 


communicable disease center, through appropriations that Congress 
* PP g 


made in the past, has produced and supplied diagnostic reagents to 
laboratories for other diseases for which commercial reagents are not 
available. So the CDC is equipped to produce and supply these rea- 
gents, and, as I said they are very necessary because we are not going 
to know how many of these cases are confirmed in an area; we are not 
going to be able to follow the virulence of this infection ; in other words, 
whether it is changing or whether this disease is due to something 
else, unless we are able to confirm the diagnosis of many of these cases. 
So it is extremely important, Senator Hill, that we have these diag- 
nostic reagents available. 


COOPERATION WITH LABORATORIES 


Senator Hitt. To get these diagnostic reagents, you have to work 
with these laboratories, have you not? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. How is that? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. We will produce them at the communi- 
cable disease center; then we will have to supply those laboratories 
out in the States where they can be used. 

Senator Hirt. Now, how many laboratories do you feel we need! 
How many do you propose 4 

Dr. Burney. We have in our present budget about 20 laboratories. 

Senator Hitz. In the whole United States? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hix. Forty-eight States. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hirt. Now, you speak about the present budget, and I ap- 
reciate your position about the present budget. 

I want to say this, Doctor—you have been in Public Health Service 


a good many years, and you were for 9 years the State health officer 
for the State of Indiana. 


Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


TOTAL LABORATORIES RECOMMENDED BY AGENCY 


Senator Hitz. That is a fine State and a conservative State. I am 
sure out there, knowing as I do, you did not waste any money in that 
State. How many of these laboratories did you, after consultation 
with the American Medical Association, American Hospital Associa- 
tion, and these other groups with which you conferred, and with whom 


you have been working—how many of these laboratories did you 
recommend ¢ 


Dr. Burney. We recommended 42, I believe it was, sir. 

Senator Hitz. You recommended 42? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri, When you made that recommendation, you thought 


that they were necessary, they were needed to meet this situation? 
Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


Senator Hii. Is that correct ? 
Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


BUREAU OF THE BUDGET ACTION 


Senator Hirx. Now, out of the 42 the budget allowed you only 
enough money for 20; is that right ? 


Dr. Burney. That is right. 


Senator Hiri. Could you tell us who is the leading epidemiologist 
in the Budget Bureau to pass on this thing? W hether or not he has 
consulted with these representatives of the ‘American Medical Associa- 
tion and the State and Territorial health officers, and people who 
fight these diseases all the time, and the men who know about these 
diseases ¢ 

Senator Eiienper. It must be Brundage. 

Senator Hm. I am taking the advice of this man here, whom I 
know knows this subject. He is so good, you see. For 9 years the 
State of Indiana got the United States Public Health Service to let 
the State have him as their State health officer out there. Now, he is 
the man more responsible than anybody else in the country for the pub- 
lic health of this Nation, and the truth is that.the law puts that respon- 
sibility on you, Doctor, and the United States Public Health Service. 

Now, what I am trying to find out now is who is the epidemiologist 
down in the Bureau of the Budget, who is this great expert that comes 
in now and says “I know more : about this than the Surgeon General 
of the United States Public Health Service and his experts and these 
people of the American Medical Association and State and Territorial 
health officers, and those others with whom he conferred”? And who is 
that man who can come in and say “Instead of having 42 you do not 
need but 20”? Who is assuming that responsibility and what is his 
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background? Where was he trained, and how much experience has 


he had? 

Could you tell us? 

Dr. Burney. No, sir; I cannot. 
_ Senator Exxenper. I think the doctor has had very little experience 
in these matters with the Budget Bureau. He should have doubled u 
_ eae that he asked them and he would have ended up wit 
the 42, 

Senator Hitx. Maybe that is so, Senator. 

Knowing how thorough and how careful the doctor is, I know when 
he makes his calculations he furnishes just what sums he needs. 

Senator Ex.enper. Of course. 

Senator Hitt. Of course. 


DEFINITE NEED FOR 42 LABORATORIES 


Now, you tell us you feel there is a definite need for the 42? 

Dr. Burney. We believe we could do a much more complete job, 
yes. 

Senator Hiri. You speak about doing a complete job. What we are 
talking about now are people being sick and people dying and are 
talking about economic paralysis in these communities, because when 
vou have one of these epidemics, as you say, the thing is just like a 
fire blowing by a bellows, is it not? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hiri. And you have an economic paralysis when this disease 
strikes and gets in certain groups, like firemen, policemen, or trans- 
portation, and other groups that are important to the economic life of 
the community, is that not right? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt at this point? We 
are faced with live quorum up on the floor. Is this the only item that 
is left to be considered, or do you have one language amendment! 

Chairman Haypen. We will have a hearing this afternoon. 

Senator Erienver. At 2: 30. 

Chairman Haynen. At 2:30 and then we will clear up the hearings. 

Senator Hin. Why not adjourn for 3 or 4 minutes and get on the 
roll and come back. 


AVAILABILITY OF PERSONNEL AND TECHNICIANS 


Senator Tuyr. When I leave here I am going to be gone until we 
meet again this afternon, and that is why I was wondering if we could 
not bring the session to a conclusion here so we could go up there, 
because I am going to remain up on the floor for a while. In other 
words, Mr. Chairman, I will just have to take leave, and you have my 
statement that I am in full accord with this additional fund and I 
would support a greater amount than even this amount, if we probably 
could justify it, and the only question that I would ask before I leave 
is this: Is there the personnel, the technicians, available, in the event 
that we were to increase the amount beyond the $500,000 that you 
have requested ? 

Dr. Burney. They are available. 
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Senator Tryr. You could recruit them with no difficulties, and you 
would be more certain of having every area of this Nation covered, and 
that you scientists would be in the foreign fields, gathering the virus 
from known infections, in order to furnish to the laboratory the re- 
search material that the laboratories would be working with ? 

Dr. Burney. That is my position; yes, sir. 

Senator Tnyrer. That is the only question that I am concerned with, 
and that technical language I support. 

Senator Hitz. Why could we not take 2 or 3 minutes recess so Sen- 
ator Ellender and the chairman 

Senator Eirtenper. Are you not through with this? 

Senator Hitt. No. I do not think we have had an opportunity to 
fully develop this yet, Senator. 

Senator Etnenper. For the $500,000? 

Senator Hiii. No; because I think we need more than the $500,000. 
Ido not think they should be cut down to $500,000. 

I have not been able to find out the name of the epidemiologist in 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator ELLenper. I gave you the name a while ago. 

Chairman Haypen. We will recess for 2 minutes to get on the roll 
and come back. 

(At this point a short recess was taken, after which the hearing 
was resumed. ) 

Senator Hitt (presiding). The committee will kindly come to order. 


TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED ORIGINALLY 


Doctor, what amount of money was your recomendation? And I 
am not speaking about the budget allowed you. What did you as 
Surgeon General of the United States Public Health Service with this 
particular responsibility placed upon you by the statute and the law 
of the United States, after your consultation with the representatives 
of the American Medical Association, the American Hospital Associ- 
ation, the State and Teritorial health officers, and these other organ- 
izations, recommend? How much money did you recommend? 

Dr. Burney. I will give you that in specific amounts, and I would 
like to say that the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
went along and agreed with our recommendations. 

Senator Hii. In other words the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Secretary Folsom, approved your recommendations? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitx. I am glad to hear of that. Tell us how much you, 
with the approval of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare—how much you recommended, how much you asked for? 

Dr. Burney. We asked for a total of $800,00 in this item with the 
understanding, also, that we would use $275,000 which Congress had 
already appropriated for the Communicable Disease Section, so there 
would be a total expenditure of $1,075,000 for these four items: 


1) $225,000 for production and distribution of diagnostic reagents; 
2) $385,000 for surveillance and laboratory services; 
(3) $80,000 for data collection and dissemination ; and 
(4) $110,000 for health information and education: 


that makes the $800,000 that we asked for. 
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Senator Hint. That is the amount that you asked for ? 
Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


OPERATION OF PROGRAM 


Senator Hiri. I see. Now, Doctor, give to us a picture now as to 
just how this program for your reagents would operate? That we 
would be interested in knowing, and also how it works in with the 
States. Each State has its State health department, and State health 
officer, and definite responsibility within that particular State. Now, 


how would you operate. They do not have these reagents and they 
have no laboratory ? 


Dr. Burney. No, sir. 

Senator Hitt. And they have no laboratories in which to manu- 
facture these reagents; is that not right ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hinz. Tell us how this program would work as you vis- 
ualize it with these 42 laboratories? 

Dr. Burney. The strength of our program, Senator Hill, is based 
upon the States and local communities, and it is very essential that 
the States have these diagnostic facilties, in order that they can 
gather the information and learn what is going in the States and com- 
munities, because without their doing the job we are lost on a national 
level. 

Senator Hirt. What you do, really, you help them to do the job, 
do you not ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hirt. In other words they have to do the job, but you 
simply help them to do the job? 

Dr. Burney. That is right, exactly. 

What we do here is manufacture these reagents at the Communicable 
Disease Center and supply them to these laboratories in the States so 
that they can use them in helping the physicians in those States diag- 
nose these cases and investigate outbreaks that they have and deter- 


mine whether it is due to influenza or whether it is due to polio or 
some other virus infection. 


Senator Hizz. Or some strain of influenza ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. Or some other infection ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. In that connection is it not very important to make 
these diagnoses as soon as possible ? 

Dr. Burney. It is very important, yes, sir. 


IMPORTANCE OF QUICK DIAGNOSIS 


Senator Hut. Would you state for the record and for the benefit 
of Senator Ellender and myself why it is important to make this 
diagnosis as quickly as possible ? 

Dr. Burney. Well, it is important, not only for the individual 
patient, but it is important in order that we can maintain a current 
knowledge of what is happening in the United States throughout 
these various States, relative to the occurrence of influenza, whether 
it is Increasing in virulence and what groups it is affecting the most. 
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Senator Hitt. Would it be important, too, to the local community / 
I will just use the illustration of your police force. We know that our 

olice force operate out of certain headquarters, as they must do, and 
all that business. If you found this strain, say, in 1 or 2 policemen, 
that would give you warning that the chances are that many more 
on that same force would have it; is that not right ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. And therefore the local community or the city would 
be prepared to fortify itself and take whatever steps might be neces- 
sary, knowing that perhaps a large percentage of that “police force 
would be out of commission, out of business for a period of time; is 
that right ? 

Dr. Burney. That is exactly right. 

And also, we would hope, through this means, one of the means to be 
able to keep track of what is happening to these outbreaks, and be 
better able to forecast when the fullblown epidemic is beginning to 
occur; so this is a very essential item, the most essential item in the 
whole group, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Are these reagents so that you can make this diag- 
nosis to know whether or not you have the disease or are threatened 
with this epidemic in this particular community or the particular area ¢ 
Isthat right ? 

Dr. Burney. That is exactly right, sir. 


NEED FOR 42 LABORATORIES 


Senator Hix. Then it would seem to me the difference between your 
20 laboratories and your 42 laboratories, if you had only 20 laboratories 


the chances are you would have several different States all to be served 
by 1 laboratory. You might have Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia, and 
perhaps Tennessee or some other State all in there together. Or, if you 
had more laboratories, you could more effectively operate in one of 
those States. The chances are if you had an epidemic or a threat of an 
epidemic in one of those States, being so close together, you would 
have an epidemic in that whole nest of States, so to speak. Is that 
true ¢ 

Dr. Burney. That is true. And the time involved, too, is very im- 
portant, you see, shipping it to another State 


COST OF LABORATORIES 


Senator Etienper. What is the cost of these laboratories? What 
do you figure per unit ? 

Dr. Burney. I cannot give you that. 

Senator ELLeENperR. An average. 

Dr. Burney. Dr. Bauer, can you? 

Dr. Bauer. Yes. Most of these laboratories are now in existence 
and what you would do is supplement them so that they could carry on 
this new type of work and added work, and it would amount to about 
$5,000 per laboratory in the instance of 36 laboratories, and then you 
would need to do a more complete job on some of your complicated 
specimens and certain regional laboratories would need more money 
to the extent of approximately 6 laboratories needing around $12,000. 

Senator Hitz. Needing how much, Doctor ? 
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Dr. Bauer. $12,000. 

Senator Eiitenper. The amount involved, then, is very small. 

Dr. Bauer. Per laboratory. 

Senator Eittenper. To provide the 42 laboratories ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtitenper. I wonder if we could get an estimate of what it 
would cost? Would you consider that the most impertant element 
in your request here—to get more laboratories in operation ? 

Dr. Burney. I would consider—and Dr. Bauer can disagree with 
me here if I am wrong—the most essential point is the diagnostic 
reagents, because it is not any good to have the laboratories unless they 
have the reagents to use. Second would be this matter of laboratories 
in the States. That would be the second point. But, also, public in- 
formation and health information are important. But, as I say, these 
other two are most important. 

Senator Hitz. Then you would feel the $800,000 which you recom- 
mended after consultation with these other groups, which the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare approved, that that whole 
amount is important, would you not ? 


INFLUENZA RESEARCH AT NIH 


Dr. Burney. I do, sir. But I mention, too, and I forgot, the NIH 
are going to carry on some research in the area of influenza through its 
National Heart Institute and Institute of Allergy and Infectious 
Diseases. 

The effect of this virus on people with various kinds of heart diseases 
is extremely important, and this will give us an opportunity to do that 
and learn more about the virus diseases in general. They are going to 
do that with their presently appropriated funds. 

Senator Extenper. You spoke of extra funds there of two hundred 
thousand-odd dollars that would be available in addition to the $500,- 
000, did you not ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir; $275,0000. 

Senator ELtenper. So that you really have $775,000 instead of the 
$500,000 you are asking for ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. We are allowed to ask for $500;000 plus 
the $275,000 that is already available in the communicable disease 
center. 

Senator Hix. You mean that is what the Budget allowed you? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hirz. What you recommended was the $800,000 plus the 
$275,000; is that correct ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Hitz. And that is what you feel you need, $800,000 plus 
the $275,000; is that right, Doctor ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. I understand that. 

Senator Hiii. I want to make that clear for the record so there will 

not be any question about it. 
Senator Eliender, do you have any further questions you would like 
to ask on this point ? 
Senator ELLenper. No. 
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Senator Hii. I know you are always very much interested in these 
matters. 


Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hitt. Now, Doctor, you feel all of these four items that 
you have spoken of here are all needed and necess: ary do you not? 

Dr. Burney. I feel they are very essential. 

Senator Fixx. Veryessential / 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Senator Hint. Doctor, now what about this matter of the transfer 
of funds ? 

Dr. Burney. I would like to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that what 
I have been talking about up to this time refers to prevention, as much 
as possible, of the epidemic. In other words, these items in the $500,000 
are all aimed at helping to prevent, as much as possible, the epidemic. 
The other item you are getting into refers to what can be done and 
what preparation we should make to take care of those who become 
ill regardless of the vaccination, or because they have not been vac- 
cinated. In other words, the thousands who will contract influenza 
and who will need medical and hospital and nursing care and in 
that—— 

Senator Hit. Bearing in mind that they cannot get the vaccine, 
many of them could not get the vaccine; is that not right ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. We would like to get all the people 
vaccinated but we think the manufacturers are doing a very good 
job, sir, to get this much and then we recognize many people will not 
take the vaccine. They procrastinate and just do not feel it is neces- 
sary. 

So the second item refers to the transfer of funds within the service 
that would allow us to begin to assist the States and through the 
States, the local communities, when we have had an actual epidemic, 
in furnishing emergency treatment, in furnishing medical supplies and 
equipment, which they ‘might not be able to gain on that short notice, 
and also in calling up 500 or 600 of our inactive reserve physicians and 
nurses to supplement the help available in the States. 

Senator Hinz. I spoke about police and firemen and transportation 
workers. Doctors enjoy no immunity from this disease, do they ¢ 

Dr. Burney. No, sir. 

Senator Hitx. In other words, you might have a situation where 
you not only have an epidemic in a city or community, but you might 
have a lot of your doctors down with this very same influenza; is that 
not right, where they would not be able to treat the people. 

Senator ELrenper. They would take vaccinations, Senator Hill. 
My goodness, let’s be practical. 

Dr. Burney. We hope. 

Senator Hinz. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 


REACTION TO VACCINATION 


Senator Hitt. Back on the record. What is the reaction when you 
take the vaccination ? 
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Dr. Burney. In the old polyvalent vaccine, Mr. Chairman, there 
was a very high percentage of reaction, in other words, a sore arm and 
perhaps a little headache and fever. Our only experience with this 
new vaccine has occurred in the testing of the volunteers down at 
Montgomery, Ala., and in Atlanta, Ga., and the reports we get on the 
several hundred that are being used on a voluntary basis on testing the 
vaccine indicates that the reaction is very slight, as contrasted to the 
existing vaccine. That is due, I think, to the fact that we do not have 
as much material in the 1 cubic centimeter of vaccine. You see, in the 
polyvalent vaccine that combines several strains and you have 5 times 
as much material in there because you are trying to immunize against 5 
different strains. Here you only have one. So the reactions, we 
believe, will be much milder than have occurred previously. 

Senator Hitt. Now, we were talking, before I asked that question, 
about this matter of transfer of funds. 

What is the proposal by the Budget in that connection ? 


AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS 


Dr. Burney. First, the requested authorization, as you know, for 
authority to transfer funds within the service to take care of these 
emergencies, once they arise—and as far as I know, Mr. Kelly, they 
have not proposed any specific carriers from which to take the funds, 

Mr. Ketty. I think the thought was, Mr. Chairman, that the Con- 
gress would likely not be in session at the time and that an epidemic 
of this disease might occur and it might be necessary to meet a situ- 
ation which confronts the organization and it might be of a limited- 
type emergency in which the resources of the Public Health Service 
could be brought to bear, but the thought was also that if it became of 
a national emergency significance, where considerable sums of money 
would be required, that the President could declare a disaster and the 
disaster relief fund would be made available. This is a sort of interim 
measure between full-fledged emergency and one of lesser account, but 
in which some additional funds would be requided. 

Senator Hiii. Now, General, did you make a recommendation with 
the approval of the Secretary as to reserve funds in this matter? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hii. How much did you recommend ? 


FUNDS FOR STANDBY AUTHORITY 


Dr. Burney. We recommended, and the Secretary approved, a sum 
of $2 million for standby authority, $1 million of which was to be 
used to pay for the calling up of between 500 and 600 inactive Reserve 
officers for a loan to the States, and the other $1 million for the pur- 
chase of medical supplies and equipment to be made available to the 
States and communities for helping them to take care of the emer- 
gencies. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY HEALTH COUNCIL 


Senator Hinz. Well, now, you have a National Advisory Health 
Council; do you not ? 
Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hitt. Composed of people out of the Government; is it 
not? 

Dr. Burney. All outside of the Government; yes, sir. 

Senator Hinz. All out of the Government. Who is the Chairman 
of that Council at this time? 

Dr. Burney. Well the Surgeon General is also Chairman of all the 
councils. 

Senator Huu. Ex officio? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hix. Of all the councils. 

Dr. Burney. We have 8 very competent and well recognized scien- 
tists, physicians and others, on that committee, plus 4 public members, 
12 very outstanding people. 

Senator Hixt. 1 wish you would supply for the record the names 
of the members of that council. 

Dr. Burney. I will do that, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


PRESENT MEMBERSHIP—NATIONAL ADVISORY HEALTH COUNCIL 





Dr. Walsh McDermott, Cornell Medical College, Department of Medicine, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dr. T. Hale Ham, Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio 

Dr. Detlev W. Bronk, Rockefeller Foundation, New York, N. Y. 
Mr. Edmund Fitzgerald, president, Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Co., 
Milwaukee, Wis. 


Dr. R. Louis McManus, director, nursing education, Columbia University Teach- 
ers College, New York, N. Y. 

Mrs. Mary C. Rockefeller, New York, N. Y. 

Dr. Wallace M. Yater, Yater Clinic, Washington, D. C. 

Dr. Donald M. Pillsbury, University of Pennsylvania Hospital, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Mr. Boisfeuillet Jones, Emory University, Atlanta, Ga. 

Dr. Harold B. Gotaas, Technological Institute, Northwestern University, Evans- 
ton, Ill. 

Mr. Theodore W. Berenson, president, Edwin J. Dreyfus Properties Inc., 
Boston, Mass. 

Liaison : 

Capt. Howard K. Sessions, Department of the Navy, Washington, D. C. 

Dr. Edward H. Cushing, Department of Defense, Washington, D. C. 

Dr. Martin M. Cummings, Veterans’ Administration, Washington, D. C. 


CONSULTATION WITH COUNCIL 


Senator Hii. I take it that before you made use of any reserve 
funds that the Congress gave you, you would consult with that Council? 

Dr. Burney. It was our plan, sir, to review this whole situation or 
keep them currently informed. 

Senator Hriw. Advised. 

Dr. Burnry. And before we would expend any of these funds we 
would get their approval and recommendation and also the Secre- 
tary’s, of course. 

Senator Hi. Of course, the Secretary’s. 

In other words, before you made use of any reserve funds that the 
Congress might give you, and your recommendation has been ap- 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget for $2 million, before you spent 
any of the $2 million, you would have the approval of the National 
Advisory Health Council and, of course, of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare; is that correct, sir? 

Dr. Burney. That is our plan, sir. 
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Senator Hii. That was your plan? 
Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


SOURCE OF FUNDS TO BE TRANSFERRED 


Senator Hitt. Now, you say the budget has not intimated where 
they would take these funds from, if we did not provide the $2 million, 
It is just a blanket authorization to transfer funds? 

Dr. Burney. It is my understanding from the comment that Mr. 
Kelly made, that we would take this from any reserves that we might 
have or even, I suppose, deficit financing, if that would be necessary. 

Mr. Keuty. I think it could occur in two ways, Senator Hill. 

In the event we had funds that were not otherwise going to be used, 
for which we have one, for example, the estimated reimbursement for 
hospital and medical care programs somewhat exceeding expecta- 
lions, using them, employing the same ratio of personnel to patients 
as the budget contemplated, some excess over that. Those could be 
utilized. 

In the event the situation became somewhat more acute, you could 
iulfill it with those funds. It seems to me it would be possible to defer 
some items of expenditure and use other funds for that purpose; with 
the idea of coming back when the Congress was in session for re- 
plenishment of those funds to cover the deferred items in order that 
you could cope with an emergency. I think that was what was contem- 
plated by this planning there. 

Senator Hii. Well, I think I can say on behalf of the subcommittee, 
and of this full Senate committee, that these items, these funds for the 
public health have been pretty carefully considered, both by the sub- 
committee and by the full committee and by the Senate and carefully 
considered by the House subcommittee and the House committee and 
by the House, and then carefully considered by the conference com- 
mittee between the House and the Senate. And I understand that the 
budget is already reducing funds that the Congress has appropriated, 
for instance, your research. for your heart, your cancer, and your mental 
illnesses, these vital medical research funds, that in the apportionments 
for your first quarter, the budget already has reduced you some $17,- 
717,850, and if we put a bk inket proposition in here that these funds 
could be gotten from anywhere, I suppose the budget might even go 
back and take out another $2 million or $3 million in addition to this 
$17,717,850. Isthat right? 

Dr. Burney. There is that possibility, sir. 

Mr. Key. If I might comment on that, Senator, I would like to say 
that we fully agree with you, that we think the budget for the Public 
Health Service was (1) carefully prepared, and (2) carefully re- 
viewed, and the programs for which the funds were made available 
are these programs that should be carried forward. 

With respect to this apportionment process, I think it might be help- 
ful if I explained to you what the status of this process is. 

Senator Hiri. We would be glad to have you do that, Mr. Kelly. 


APPORTIONMENT PROCEDURE 


Mr. Ketiy. What we did was to submit to the Bureau of the Budget 
requests for apportionment for the full year which were designed to 
carry out the programs in the 1958 budget to the full amount of those 
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funds. These were in the process of being reviewed by the Bureau of 
the Budget and a great deal of discussion and additional information 
was requested, and this was quite apparently going to take longer 
than the time allowed by the law for the apportionment of funds, so, 
what the Bureau of the Budget was endeavoring to arrive at was an 
amount designed to keep us in operation at our current level until a 
resolution of the full year apportionment occurred. In some in- 
stances 

Senator Hint. What, Mr. Kelly ? 

Mr. Keiiy. They endeavored to give us an amount as an interim 
apportionment, to provide funds to keep us going at the current level 
of operation until this full year apportionment problem was resolved. 

In some instances, in their computation of the amount of money 
necessary to do that, they did not compute as much money as it would 
take to cover our current level of operation and commitments that 
have already been incurred, and the first step we are taking is to en- 
deavor to get a correction of the interim apportionments to assure 
we can proceed at our current level of operations and commitments. 

As a second step we are replying with additional data for the full 
year’s request for apportionments at the amounts appropriated by 
Congress. 

Senator Hix. Based on an amount which would give you the full 
amount appropriated by the Congress ¢ 

Mr. Keiiy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hriu. Your original presentation was on that basis, was it 
not? The full amount? 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes, sir; it was. 

Senator Hux, And they cut down your original presentation, is 
that right? 

Mr. Ketxy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hm. And unless you can get them to change their appor- 
tionment you cannot proceed to invest this full amount ? 

Mr. Ketriy. No. Until we get full resolution of the problem we 
are bound by the provision of the antideficiency statute, not to exceed 
the amount of apportionment. 

Senator Hiiz. By the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes, sir. 


RESEARCH AND FACILITIES APPROPRIATION 


Senator Hixi. Doctor, we appropriated $30 million, as you well 
know, for research facilities buildings. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. I believe that you allocated some $27 million; is 
that correct? 

Dr. Burney. Yes. I think even a little closer to the $30 million 
than that, Senator. 

Senator Hity. Closer than that ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. I see. I understand you have applications for over 
$100 million; is that correct ? 

Dr. Burney. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hit. Was there any particular reason why the full $30 
million was not allocated ? 
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Dr. Burney. For this past year, you mean ? 

Senator Hr. I am talking about the current year, the present year, 

Dr. Brrney. Yes. 

Senator Hmx. Had you not made your allocations for this year? 
You made your allocations for this year, have you not, Dr. Shannon?! 


NATIONAL Institutes oF HEALTH 
STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES A. SHANNON, DIRECTOR 


FUNDS PLACED IN RESERVE 


Dr. Suannon. The reason why the full amount was not allocated is 
that these allocations took place during the May and June round of 
councils, and a partial reserve was put against funds for projects 
under active investigation in order to make decisions, These will be 
allocated in the October meeting. 

Senator Hitt. They will be? 

Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. By the end of your October meeting, will you allo- 
cate the full amount of the $30 million; is that right? 

Dr. SuHannon. Yes, sir. Certain questions were brought up by the 
Council that the staff had to resolve before making positive commit- 
ments. 

Senator Hux. The full amount will be allocated before the end of 
your October meeting; is that correct ? 

Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. 


DISASTER RELIEF FUNDS 


Senator Hixx. There is a provision, I believe, in the Independent 
Offices Appropriations Act for what is known as disaster relief. Has 
the Public Health Service ever received any funds out of that partic- 
ular item of appropriation ? 

Mr. Kexxy. | could not give you any specific amount, Senator. We 
have had limited reimbursement where the Public Health Service, the 
Food and Drug Administration, and others in the Department have 
been called in to assist in a disaster, in which the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administration were the ones that were actually operating for 
the Federal Government and administering the disaster-relief funds, 
and they called on us for assistance and reimbursed us for the expense 
that we incurred. That is, over and above the normal level of the cost 
of operating. 

CONTROL OF DISASTER RELIEF FUNDS 


Senator Hiri. Who has the control, Mr. Kelly, of these funds? 

Mr. Ketry. I think the President delegates to the Administrator of 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration the administration of the 
funds, but the use of the funds only comes into play, as I understand it, 
when the President has declared a national emergency to exist for 
which they are then available. 

Dr. Burney. This is the way it works, sir. If a disaster area has 
been declared, then the Federal Defense Administrator asks us for the 
loan of engineers and physicians, with the understanding that he will 
reimburse us for that particular period. 








AS 
ne 


ill 















SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 823 






Senator Hitt. But, before he could do that, you would first have 
to have a national emergency declared; is that correct ? 

Dr. Burney. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hinz. If you had an epidemic, perhaps, in one part of the 
country, but did not have it all over the country, that might not be a 
national emergency, would it? Then what would be your thinking, 
Doctor ? 

Dr. Burney. Well, in this case, knowing the history which influenza 
has, we would believe that if we had an epidemic in New Orleans of 
influenza, of this new strain, it would very shortly cover the rest of 
the country. 

Senator Hii. It would spread pretty fast, would it not? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. What I am driving at is this: I do not think you 
should pay for health at the expense of health, and T want to make 
sure where these funds are coming from, this additional money. I 
want you to have those funds. I think you ought to have them, but I 
want to know where they are coming from. I do not want this budget 
“epidemiologist” to make that determination, general. I have creat 
faith in you and in the United States Public Health Service. 

Dr. Burney. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hiti. I want to know where these funds are coming from. 








NEED FOR NEW LEGISLATION 


General, in that connection, I wish you and your staff and these fine 
associates of yours would consider legislation which we might intro- 
duce when we come back in January -and Lam speaking now more as 

a Senator who happens to be the chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare than as a member of the Appropriations 
Committee—prepare legislation that would give to the Public Health 
Service the authority, and would authorize the funds, to meet a na- 
tional health emergency that would meet some very threatening situ- 
ation, such as we had when we had the polio epidemic, and such as we 
are now faced with today with this influenza, so presently threatening 
us. I wish you would think in terms of the draft of legislation that 
we might consider when Congress comes back in January. 

Dr. Burney. I would be very happy to do that, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Of course, when you recommended $2 million, the 
thought was that you would not use that unless it were necessary ? 

Dr. Burney. No, sir; we would not. 

Senator Hm. Is there anything else you would like to add, Gen- 
eral ? 





ALL AGE GROUPS SUSCEPTIBLE TO INFLUENZA 






Dr. Burney. I would just like to make one point clear, and that is! 
We have gotten to thinking about polio so much that we think of age 
groups that need this, but actually, in influenza, all age groups are 
susceptible. There is no group that is not susceptible to this, from the 
infant up to the person who is 100 years of age, so there is no biologic 
ege group in this problem. 

“Senator Hix. There is no line such as was demarked in polio 4 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 





824 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


Senator Hix. All of us, what ever our ages may be, are susceptible? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. ’ 

Senator Him. No matter how necessary our particular work may 
be to the economic life of the community or of the Nation; is that 
correct 4 

Dr. Burney. That is exactly right. 

Senator Hit. I used “economic life” and, as you emphasized earlier, 
“the defense of the country.” 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 


COOPERATION OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 


The only other point I would like to make is this: Certainly we have 
had the fullest cooperation—actually working together with Army, 
as I told you, and with the Navy at the Great Lakes training station— 
in testing some of the vaccine. I think this is a very good example of 
departments within the United States Government working together 
very effectively. Also, as I said previously, we have had full under- 
standing and active support and action by the American Medical As- 
sociation, the American Hospital Association, the State and Territorial 
health officers, and other groups. 

Senator Hiri. Let me ask you this, General: 

Where you have one epidemic and sometimes have another, if you 
are providing these reserve funds, would you necessarily restrict them 
just to this particular strain of influenza or would you make them, if 
you needed them, so you could use them to attack some other threatened 
epidemic ? 

Dr. Burney. That is a question I had not thought of. We are justi- 
fying the requested funds on the basis of this influenza, this Asian 
strain, but I assume we could use them for any related epidemic that 
might happen. What might happen is that we may have one wave of 
this and then we might have another wave later on, several months 
later. 

Senator Hix. We might have another wave. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. If you had, say, 33 million people who had been 
attacked by this virus and suffer from this virus, they might be put in 
a weakened condition; is that right? 

Dr. Burney. Absolutely. 

Senator Hinz. Where they would be much more subject to some 
other disease ? 

Dr. Burney. Yes. 

Senator Hixx. It might follow that these people, and some that 
did not have the flu, might contract some other disease ? 

Dr. Burney. That is exactly right. 

Senator Hinz. And we may have another kind of epidemic. 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hix. Yes, sir. 


COMPLICATIONS OCCURRING IN INFLUENZA 


Mr. Harrow. Another point is the complications that occur in in- 
fluenza. We cannot be sure we are dealing with influenza when we 
spend money; so there needs to be a little broader authority than just 
to confine it to influenza. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 825 


Senator Hut. In particular, this particular strain ; is that not right? 

Mr. Hartow. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. Is there anything else you would like to add, 
General ? 

Dr. Burney. No, sir. Let me say, finally, we always like to qualify 
statements. We said that we expect this to be an epidemic. I am 
actually acting upon the recommendations of Dr. Shannon and his 
associates. We cannot be sure, however, that the strain will not change 
and become more virulent, in which case the mortality rate would be 
greater. That makes it all the more important that we as good a pre- 
ventive job as we can and then be prepared to do what is necessary for 
those that become ill. 


COOPERATION WITH INDUSTRY 


We contacted the manufacturers of antibiotics, and asked them to 
step up their production, and we are keeping current on what the 
availability of antibiotics is at the present time. 

Senator Hitz. At the present time? 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 


SOURCE OF WORLD WAR I EPIDEMIC STRAIN 


Senator Hitt. Let me ask you this, and it might be interesting. 
As to the flu epidemic that we had at the time of World War I, did 
that strain come here from some other country or do we know how we 
did get that strain and what caused us to have that terrible epidemic. 

Dr. Burney. It came from some other country. Although it was 
called Spanish flu—that was one of the connotations—there is some 

uestion as to whether our epidemic actually came from Spain or came 
rom another of the other European countries that had the influenzea. 

I would like Dr. Shannon, as an expert, to answer your question. 

Senator Hiri. What would be your answer to that, Dr. Shannon ? 

Dr. SHannon. Well, sir, at that time we did not have the diagnostic 
ability to pinpoint the etiological agent. In other words, we were 
unable to follow that epidemic except through gross morbidity figures. 
It developed so rapidly and throughout the world, that it is literally 
impossible to go back and reconstruct the epidemic history. We just 
do not know, sir. 

Senator Hix. It wasa very violent strain. 

Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. And if you recall, this occupied not only a 
cycle of 1 season, but a cycle of 2 seasons, and the second year was 
essentially as bad or perhaps a little bit worse. 


TOTAL DEATHS 


Senator Hiri. About 850,000 people died with it ; did they not? 

Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. They died either of the infection, or due 
to bacterial followups of the weakness. 

Senator Hii. How many did you say, altogether, had it, General ? 

Dr. Burney. There were about 20 million cases in the United States 
during the 1918-19 epidemic. 

Senator Hix. And about 850,000 deaths ? 
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Dr. Burney. Yes. Of course, we have antibiotics now, and a large 
number of those deaths undoubtedly were due to pneumocoeci and 
streptococci and other complications. 

Senator Hix. Is there anything else you would like to add, General! 

Dr. Dorney. No, sir. Just to thank you for this very good and com- 
plete hearing. 

Senator Hinz, It has been very fine to have you, Doctor. 

Dr. Bauer, is there anything you would like to add? 

Mr. Bauer. No, sir. 

Senator Hinn. Is there anything you would like to add, Mr. Harlow? 

Mr. Hartow. No, sir. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hix. Mr. Kelly, is there anything that you would like to 
say on the record or off the record ? 

Mr. Ketiy. Thank you, no. 

Senator Hinz. Dr. Shannon, is there anything you would like to add? 

Dr. SHannon. No, sir. 


REDUCTION IN APPORTION MENTS 


Senator Hizx. Doctor, before you leave us, I spoke about that $17,- 
717,850 reduction in the apportionment from the budget on your NIH 
funds. I believe the answer on that was that apportionment with 
the reduction your programs would continue at the present rate this 
year, with no step-ups as far as this first quarter is concerned. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Kextiy. Actually, Senator Hill, a step-up has occurred, and the 
interim apportionment the Bureau of the Budget has given us is in- 
adequate to cover the current level of operation and outstanding com- 
mitments, and we have gone back to the Bureau of the Budget for 
an immediate adjustment of that. We are now im the process of pre- 
paring for a resubmission with all of the support that the Depart- 
ment can put behind it, to get the full apportionment for the full year 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Hiri. Well, what would be the effect if you did not get 
the full amount as appropriated by the Congress approved by the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Kettry. It would mean a significant cutback in the program 
both that we presented and the program which is on hand and avail- 
able to go ahead with the research program, as well as other areas 
of the Department that are similarly affected by this apportionment. 

Senator Hm. Dr. Shannon, as head of the National Institutes of 
Health, would you please make a statement on that question # 

Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. I would just second what Mr. Kelly said, 
and would only modify Mr. Kelly’s words to say it would have a 
devastating effect. We have been talking about influenza for the past 
hour, and I would like to tell you something about the programs the 
National Institutes of Health have in this influenza business which 
would be completely impossible to carry out unless the Bureau of the 
Budget is willing to accept our resubmission. 

In the first place, influenza as a disease is not well known, and we 
know literally nothing of the influenza of 1918, because we did not 
have the means of studying it at that time. 
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FUNDS FOR CLINICAL STUDIES 


At the June council meetings the Heart Institute allocated between 
$250,000 and $350,000 which will be utilized to supplement some of 
the clinical studies. This is new money which will support projects 
in addition to those already established in hospitals that will permit 
such studies. 

The Allergy and Infectious Diseases Institute withheld approved 
grants up to the sum of $350,000 because it was felt it would be better 
to have this money available to study an Srecing Siting than give 


current support to projects that had already been submitted and 
approved. 


REPROGRAMING OF ACTIVITIES 


We have reprogramed the activities of the National Institutes of 
Health to the extent that we feel in our direct operations it is quite 
possible for us to do a superb job, only, however, if we can reprogram 
some of the new money so as to make some $51.000 available to the 
Alergy and Infectious Diseases Institute to employ field personnel 
for community studies. 

Now, when we are talking about the Bureau of the Budget appor- 
tionments, I can only look at them when they are reduced to real pro- 
gram terms such as this. These things we will not be able to do under 
cur present apportionment. I think it is a technical matter for us to 
argue out with the Bureau of the Budget from the standpoint of pres- 
ent apportionment as to our present going rate. I do not think we 
will have any trouble with the resolving of that, but the things I am 
talking about now are really new programs. 

For instance, the advancement of physiobiology on a firm base on 
studies in health will be curtailed. 

Our program in the aged will be stopped. 

Programs that were of particular interest to the Senate, that were 
highlighted in their reports, such as the $500,000 that they earmarked 
to initiate for the first time studies—I have in mind peptic ulcers and 
the like. 

Sir, I would rather, if you would like, instead of going down this 
list program by program, we would be glad to furnish for the record 
this information, Institute by Institute. 

Again, coming back to influenza, I might point out it is not com- 
monly appreciated, but the large workload of getting this vaccine on 
the market from the standpoint of having a good vaccine and having 
it adequately controlled and having it effective, is a responsibility 
which is added on to the going operation of the Division of Biologics 
Standards. This apportionment did not provide the new money that 
is in their account to the tune of $101,000 which will permit this to 
be done accurately. 

Sir, I would like to use stronger language and say if these appor- 
tionments are to stick, they would be devastating. I mean precisely 
what I say. I have hopes, on the other hand—and we have very firm 
support of the Secretary—that we can force into the consciousness of 
the Bureau of the Budget that this is a very serious program and not 
too be handled in a dilettante sort. of way. 

And so I could go on, sir, but this is it. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 


Senator Hm. Did you say you could furnish some additional in- 
formation for the record too, Doctor ? 

Dr. SHannon. Yes. We could do that program by program, Sen- 
ator. 

Senator Hii. Would it take long to prepare that? ‘The reason T 
ask that question is this: This is a supplemental bill and this commit- 
tee very likely will act on this bill right away—tomorrow. 

Dr. SuHannon. We could do it promptly, because this is the type 
of information we have prepared for the Department’s use for the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Hiw. Get us that information late this afternoon. 

Dr. Suannon. I believe we could, sir. 

Senator Hin. Do you think you could? 

Dr. SHannon. Yes. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

STATEMENT COVERING THE PRESENT STATUS OF APPORTION MENTS OF THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES OF HEALTH IN RELATION TO PROGRAM IMPACT 


At the present time the NIH is operating under a first quarter apportionment 
which was calculated by the Bureau of the Budget to be roughly equivalent to 
the going rate. The basis of the calculation for research grants was the continu- 
ation level for the current program with little or no provision for support of new 
grants. The basis of the calculation for direct operation was the 1957 third 
quarter expenditures plus one quarter of 1958 mandatory increases. The latter 
include annualization of the 1957 program, wage board increases, and social se- 
curity and retirement. Actually such an apportionment is a gross underestima- 
tion of the going rate since planned employment increased throughout the entire 
period of fiscal 1957 and anticipated allowances within the President’s budget. 
This employment continued to increase during the first month of this quarter. 
Apart from actual employment, named commitments have been made to a number 
of scientists which would serve as a further source of embarrassment were it im- 
possible to employ them during the present fiscal year. It should be empha- 
sized, however, that it is the belief of the National Institutes of Health that this 
difference between a going rate calculated on a basis of the third quarter of 
1957 and the actual going rate, together with commitments at the present moment, 
ean probably be resolved in negotiations with the Bureau of the Budget. 

More serious questions relate to the general availability or nonavailability of 
the total appropriation on an annual basis. Under consideration at the present 
time is a formal request by the Department for reapportionment covering both 
the first quarter reduction of $17,717,850 and the full apportionment for the 
entire fiscal year. The attached two tables summarize pertinent data relating 
to the amounts requested, amounts allowed, and the amounts currently in re- 
serve. Were such apportionments to obtain throughout the fiscal year, even with 
some adjustment to bring them in line with the current going rate, there would 
be very serious adverse effects on the programs conducted by the NIH, as sum- 
marized below : 


RESEARCH GRANTS 


General research and services, NIH 


The reserve placed against the research grant item in this appropriation would 
have a serious adverse effect in the broad area of noncategorical research pro- 
grams on which all medical research is based. More specifically, it is generally 
recognized that the rate of acquired basic knowledge is, and will continue to be, 
the basic limiting factor to significant findings in the categorical research areas 
of Heart, Cancer, Arthritis, and other Institutes. Under the present apportion- 
ment it will be possible to spend only at the rate required for continuation 
grants, i. e., to continue research covered by grants already in operation. It will 
not be possible to award any significant amount or significant number of the new 
grants that were considered at the June Council meetings or which will be con- 
sidered in October or in February. Because of the nature of the programs oper- 
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ated under this appropriation, it is impossible to point to specific medical areas 
that will be seriously hampered by this program. But it is important to em- 
phasize that the ability of each of the categorical Institutes to achieve its ob- 


jectives has as a continuing requirement the broad support of research, the meneys 
for which are contained within this program. 


Cancer Institute 


Although the Bureau of the Budget has allowed the total sums for contract 
research in the field of cancer chemotherapy, they have not allowed grant sup- 
port which is essential for the overall development of a balanced program to this 
area, Consequently, if the present. apportionments hold certain of the funds 
in the contract area will have to be utilized to support research conventionally 
carried through the research grant mechanism, thus precluding an even approxi- 
mate approach to effective utilization of the industrial potential of this important 
field. New grants of this general nature have been programed to the calcula- 
tions of the National Cancer Institute to the extent of approximately $1 million. 
In addition, and having a direct impact on cancer chemotherapy, will be the 
nonavailability of some $500,000 of program money planned for support of 
genetic centers so as to provide an adequate number of genetically pure mice for 
test purposes. Further, the development of new and more adequate screening 
devices in university centers, programed for some $500,000 during the current 
year, will be impossible under the present apportionment. In toto, the cancer 
chemotherapy program will lack support to the extent of a planned program 
of $2 million. Other areas in the cancer research program will be affected ad- 
versely to an equal extent. The National Cancer Institute will be particularly 
hampered by an inability to take advantage of the striking opportunity just 
opening in the field of viruses and cancer. The opportunity for new knowledge 
in this area is so great that studies over the next year or two could well revolu- 
tionize our thinking relative to the origin of cancer. 


Mental health activities 


The mental health program is one which has progressively expanded in scope 
in recent years and consequently is particularly hard hit by the concept that 
only continuation grants will be supported. As a result of congressional in- 
terest during the past year, it has been possible for this Institute to stimulate 
the type of multidisciplinary research which, in the final analysis, must be per- 
formed if important problems relative to mental health are to be resolved. To 
be more specific the following programs would be held at present levels: 

Psychopharmacology currently programed on a level of $2 million. 
Aberration of child development and problems relating to a resolution 
of the difficulties of the aging, currently programed at $7 million. 

In addition, title V programing under new legislation which is aimed at studies 
and demonstrations to curtain long-term hospitalization of the mentally ill will 
be essentially inoperative under the present allocation of funds. 


National Heart Institute 


Probably the most important area that could not go forward within the Heart 
Institute relates to the establishment of a limited number of aging research 
centers. Quite recently the first of these to be established at Duke University 
was announced as a result of June Council action. Within the funds contained 
in the congressional appropriation were moneys which would have established 
two more of these centers on much the same basis as the Duke program. After 
much discussion relative to the problems of aging, it is the opinion of the NIH 
that the establishment of these centers will constitute the first forward step of 
a concrete nature aimed at a resolution of the manyfold problems in this area. 
A second area which suffers heavily under the present apportionments relates 
to the need as expressed at the hearing for support of research relative to the 
secondary cardiovascular effects of influenza. The National Advisory Heart 
Council specifically earmarked $250,000 of new money for these studies which 
would be in addition to those aimed at a current understanding of the basic 
nature of the influence of infection. The Heart Institute has been fortunate in 
recent years in having a progressive upswing of research in cardiovascular di- 
seases. A delay at this stage of development would have a serious adverse effect 
on this area in the present fiscal year. Such productive research as has lead 
to lowering of mortality, of hypertension, and to classification of proeesses of 
arteriosclerosis and general heart diseases could not be expected to progress at 
the optimal rate. 
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Dental heatth activities 


Generally speaking the most serious adverse effect of the present apportion- 
ment relating to this appropriation relates to the development of a sound well- 
rounded program. In the program for 1957, funds are available for the first 
time to introduce into the dental area scientists of diversified skills that can con- 
tribute to the program. Heretofore, this was not characteristic of research 
afforded this appropriation. The new funds available are small but nonetheless 
important in order to maintain expansion of research in these areas on an ex- 
panded scale. 


National Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases 


The programs of this Institute are particularly hard hit by the apportionment 
since this Institute has consistently run blacklogs of large dollar magnitude coy- 
ering work which could not be supported by the appropriation. Wholly apart from 
this generalization, however, two areas are specifically cut beyond the ability 
to run even a reasonable program; namely, program of gastroenterology for 
which $500,000 was earmarked in the instructions of the conferees; and the 
program of grant support in the field of physical biology. The latter has many 
ramifications not only because this is important to the many categorical activities 
covered by the other Institutes but also because the need for information in this 
area to serve as a basis for a sound program of target research in the field of 
radiation health requires special note. 


National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases 


The apportionment of funds in this area would have a very deleterious effect 
on the planned program for this Institute. 

In the first place the general program of this Institute, as in the case of the 
Arthritis Institute, has had a large number of approved research grants which 
could not be paid because of lack of funds. Nevertheless, in spite of this short- 
age, it was deemed advisable to reserve $350,000 in order to be able to take 
advantage of the influenza epidemic predicted for the coming year. Studies 
would be conducted to learn more about the virus diseases in general and more 
specifically influenza as a specific disease. Despite its prevalance and the epi- 
demic of 1918, relatively little is known about this disease today, and it certainly 
would be unfortunate if we do not acquire more information in the course of 
the probable small epidemic which seems certain to obtain this year. 


National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Blindness 


The primary deficiencies in this activity during the present year in the face 
of the present apportionment relate to complete inability to initiate studies on 
hearing loss and speech difficulty. These activities were programed at the level 
of $500,000; in addition planned expansion of programs on multiple sclerosis; 
process of aging of the nervous system, and the neurologic sequelae of infectious 
diseases cannot be undertaken. The plans for studies of perinatal involvement 
will have to be held at the present level instead of going forward as planned in 
the present congressional budget. Apart from these specific categorical pro- 
grams, the present apportionment will involve a general slowdown on funda- 
mental studies in the basic sciences and the more practical applied studies must 
be held to the present level. 


DIRECT OPERATIONS 


National Cancer Institute 


The curtailment of direct operations required by the present apportionment 
would have a particularly disastrous effect on the pursuit of new leads. These 
leads include systematic study of the virus origins of cancer, the systematic ex- 
ploration of germ-free life, the study of transmissibility of cancer, and the ex- 
pansion of field investigations planned to relate factors involved in carcinogensis 
and certain specific population groups. 


National Institute of Mental Health 


The most important impact of the present apportionment will be the essential 
elimination of the new programs planned on a collaborative basis with St. Eliza- 
beth’s Hospital. In addition, it would be impossible to expand Psycho- 
pharmacology Service Center so as to enable it to perform its essential functions 
this year. Finally, any broadening of research relating to psychiatric and 
psychological impact of aging would be impossible. 
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National Heart Institute 


Apart from the general research covered by this appropriation gerontological 
research would suffer. This program is a key program in the overall study of 
aging Supported by the National Institutes of Health in that it serves as a pattern 
for university centered operations described above. Furthermore, it would be im- 
possible to provide support for planned studies involving gerontologic pathology, 
the action of drugs on hypertension, and intensification of an effort to explain the 
pasic causes of arteriosclerosis. 

Dental health activities 


The present apportionment would curtail the present program in human 
genetics conducted by the Institute. This would be most unfortunate since it 
is becoming clear that many problems of dental caries and tooth and mouth 
development are genetically influenced. 

Allergy and infectious diseases 


The primary impact of the apportionment on programs conducted under this 
appropriation is on a doubling in the current programs relating to the epidemic 
of the coming year. It has been possible to reprogram activities in the Labora- 
tory of Infectious Diseases and to use dollar increases in the President’s budget 
and approved by Congress to conduct research designed to identify precisely 
the character of influenza during the coming year. The amount of reprogramed 
funds derived from other areas in the Institute comes to $51,000. In addition, 
as a part of the direct operation, it was proposed to establish in fiscal year 1958 
a vigorous program in germ-free research, and to establish a field laboratory 
in Panama to study certain problems relating to anthropod-borne virus diseases 
which are the common interest of tropical areas and our Southern States. This 
would not only enable the initiation of studies in Panama, but also the initiation 
of collaborative activities with the Walter Reed Army Medical School, the Na- 


tional Naval Medical Center, and the Gorgas Hospital of the Panama Depart- 
ment. 


Arthritis and metabolic disease activities 


The effect in this Institute can be stated very briefly: The programs in germ- 
free research, gastroenterology, physical biology, and mathematics and in radia- 
tion health would not be started even on the modest scale planned as the essen- 
tial year of long-range development. These programs received special congres- 
sional interest and increases were appropriated to permit them to be initiated 
in 1958. 

Neurological and blindness activities 


Some of the most significant programs affected by the curtailment of funds 
available for direct operations in the Neurological Institute are the following: 
Elimination of a planned program in the culture of nervous tissue, curtailment 
of the instrument development program aimed at more precise brain scanning for 
the purpose of localizing of brain tumor, to elimination of a vitally needed bac- 


teriological unit in ophthalmologic research, and the serious curtailment of the 
proposed program in neurochemistry. 


OTHER DIRECT OPERATIONS 
Review and approval 
Review and approval is mentioned in this memorandum merely to emphasize 
that should there be a relaxation of the apportionment structure so that the 
total grant dollars will become available for support of the NIH program, then 
the direct operation funds earmarked for review and approval must be made 
available if these programs are to have wise review and prudent management. 
In addition, in response to a need posed not only by the staff at NIH but also 
the Senate Appropriations Committee there has recently been initiated an analyt- 
ical group whose function will be the development of systematic data on medical 
recearch .nd training supported by NIH as well as similar program support by 
other agencies. This is a striking deficiency in our knowledge of the structure of 
Medical research and training that we cannot hope to have satisfied by the normal 
operation of National Science Foundation. The latter has the very broad mission 
of analysis in relation to support of science generally, whereas the intensive 


study of our operating programs is the cornerstone upon which the program of 
analysis at NIH is planned. 


93207—57——_53 
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Management fund 


One of the items emphasized in the NIH request for reconsideration of the 
apportionment by the Bureau of the Budget was the level of service area planned 
under the NIH management fund which was established in the appropriation 
language in June of this year. The budget levels projected for the fund include 
reimbursements from all Institutes and would provide for minimal services to 
patients in the Clinical Center organization, to scientists through research ang 
business-type services, and to NIH management for purposes of program leader. 
ship. This multiple-purpose fund breaks down into many details but mention 
will be made here only of the Clinical Center as a representative example, |p 
this area, the proposed reduction in funds would mean curtailment of plang 
relating to hours of nursing services, to nutrition services for metabolic Studies, 
and to clinical pathology services. 

Biologics standards 


The final item of importance relates to the conduct of the NIH biological-eop. 
trol function where it has been possible within the congressional increases to 
effectively maintain the influenza vaccine program. However, if we are unable 
to utilize all funds available, it will be difficult if not impossible to continye 
active surveillance relative to polio vaccine and at the same time to expand ae. 
tivities to increase this activity with respect to influenza. 


PROPOSED TRANSFER LANGUAGE 


Senator Hit. Is there anything else you would like to add, Mr, 
‘Harlow ? 

Mr. Harrow. Senator, there is one thing I would like to mention, 
in connection with this transfer language proposed by the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

They authorized grants to States for the purchase of medical sup. 
plies and materials, I believe, and that seems to us to be a little too 
restrictive. 

Conceivably the States would need to pay personnel, medical per- 
sonnel, more than they need money to purchase supplies and things of 
that nature. In other words, we feel that the State, once it establishes 


with us its need, should be able to meet the need in whatever category 
it occurs. 


RECALL OF RESERVE OFFICERS TO ACTIVE DUTY 


Senator Hiii. Well, just as General Burney has spoken, you might 
need to call some Reserve officers back on active duty there. 

Dr. Burney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hint. And assign them to a particular community ora 
particular area, is that right? 

Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Senator Hiri. And if you just limit it to materials and supplies, of 


course they would not be able to make us of this personnel, if ther 
were need for them; is that right ? 


Dr. Burney. That is right. 

Mr. Hartow. Pardon me, Senator. Under the Public Health Serr- 
ice Act we do have authority to assign our personnel to States. 

Senator Hitt. Yes. 

Mr. Hartow. I am thinking particularly of personnel the State 
themselves would want to hire. 

Senator Hinz. You are speaking of the use now that the money 
granted to the States could be put. 

Mr. Hartow. Yes. 

Senator Hitz. I see, Thank you, sir. 

Is there anything else, Mr. Harlow? 
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Mr. Harrow. No, sir. 

Senator Hix. General, is there anything else? 

Dr. Burney. No, sir. 

Senator Hii, Excuse me 1 minute, will you? 

General, unless you or some member of the Public Health Service 

have something to add, we want to express to you our deep apprecia- 

tion. You have been a very fine witness in giving us most helpful 

information and we certainly appreciate it, and we thank all of you. 
Dr. Burney. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Thank you very much. 


Foop ann Drua ADMINISTRATION 


NEGOTIATION OF LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENT FOR A BUILDING 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. HARVEY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY SIDNEY B. COHEN, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE OFFICER; 
DR. HENRY FISCHBACH, ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 

BIOLOGICAL AND PHYSICAL SCIENCES; AND JAMES F. KELLY, 

DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER 






























REMOVAL OF RESTRICTION ON NEGOTIATION 


Senator Hitt. Gentlemen, we will be glad to hear you. 

The committee has just received a request from the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the submission of which was ap- 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget, asking that this committee con- 
sider the amendment of section 210 of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare Appropriation Act, 1958 (71 Stat. 224), so 
as to remove the restriction against use of funds for the negotiation of 






ry lease-purchase agreement for a building for the Food and Drug 

Administration. 
LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT 

ht We shall place the letter from the Department in the hearings, and 
will hear from Mr. John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner, in sup- 
port of the request. 

2 (The letter referred to follows :) 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
' Washington, August 14, 1957. 
0 Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
ere Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Section 210 of the Department of Health, Education, and 

art Welfare Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1958 (Public Law 85-67) contains 
language which prohibits employees of this Department from participating in 
the planning or construction of any building included in the lease-purchase pro- 
gram, This provision precludes the Department from giving assistance to the 

ates General Services Administration and the architects who were hired several 
months ago to plan for the construction of a building urgently needed by the 
Food and Drug Administration. 

oney The building prospectus for this building has been authorized under the lease- 


purchase program, and the General Services Administration has employed archi- 
tects to develop the plans and specifications. The architects will soon be in a 
position to prepared detailed working drawings, which will require a close work- 
ing relationship between technical personnel of the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare and the General Services Administration. 
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Unless the restrictive language is modified, employees of the Department wij] 
be unable to participate in the planning of a new headquarters building for the 
Food and Drug Administration, and this will probably result in delaying the plan- 
ning of this building for at least a year. 

Inadequate space and facilities for the Food and Drug Administration haye 
existed for several years. The need for a new building to house the Food ang 
Drug Administration laboratories and administrative offices was urged as far 
back as June 1955 when a citizens advisory committee recommended a modern 
building to consolidate the Food and Drug Administration’s headquarters fagi]- 
ities to promote the most effective operating conditions. Moreover, the Food 
and Drug Administration is finding that poor housing conditions and inadequate 
laboratories are a deterrent to the recruitment and retention of scientific per. 
sonnel essential to effective operations. This situation adversely affects the 
services rendered to the public and to industry. 

In view of these circumstances, it is requested that language be enacted which 
would exempt the planning of the Food and Drug building from the provisions 
of section 210. Suggested language to accomplish this is as follows: 

“Section 210 of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria- 
tion Act, 1958 (71 Stat. 210, 224), is hereby amended by inserting immediately 
before the period at the end of such section a colon and the following proviso: 
‘Provided, That this section shall not be applicable to assistance and consultation 
rendered by that Department in connection with the planning of a building for 
the use of the Food and Drug Administration at Washington, D. C.’” 

The submission of this request is in accordance with an arrangement with the 
Bureau of the Budget. Your favorable consideration will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. PERKINS, Acting Secretary. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Harvey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman ‘and members of the committee, the request before 
you is a proposal to modify language contained in Public Law 85-67, 
approved June 29, 1957, the appropriation act for the Department 
of Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year 1958. 

When the bill was enacted, there was included a provision, section 
210, which has the effect of preventing the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare from participating in planning of lease-pur- 
chase buildings. This provision precludes us from giving assistance 
to the GSA and the architects who were hired several months ago to 
plan for the construct‘on of a building which is urgently needed by 
the Food and Drug Administration. 

Because of inadequate space and facilities which has existed for 
several years, the need for a new building to house the FDA labora- 
tories and administrative offices was urged as far back as June 1955, 
when a citizens advisory committee recommended a modern building 
to consolidate the FDA’s headquarters facilities under the most effee- 
tive operating conditions. 

Moreover, we are finding that poor housing conditions in our labora- 
tories is a deterrent to the recruitment of scientific personnel essential 
to the effective operations of the FDA, which adversely affects the 
serv ces rendered to the public and industry. 

The building prosnectus has been authorized under the lease-pur- 
chase program and the GSA has employed architects to develop the 
plans and specifica‘ions, The architects will soon be in a position to 
prepare detailed working drawings, which will require a close working 
relationship with our technical personnel, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and the GSA. 
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Unless the language modification requested is approved, we shall be 
unable to participate in the planning, and this will result in a serious 
delay or possibly stop the planning altogether. 


OFFICE BUILDING-LABORATORY FOR AGENCY 


Senator Hitz. Let me ask this, Mr. Harvey : In view of the obstacles 
with which the building construction program under lease-purchase 
agreements is faced, do you really think there is any ground for a 
belief that an office building-laboratory will be provided the Food and 
Drug Administration under the lease-purchase program ? 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that I am a competent 
witness as to those features. Of course, I have heard a great deal of 
discussion about the success and nonsuccess of the lease-purchase pro- 
gram. I do feel this way about it: That it would be a shame indeed if 
the progress that has been made was interrupted or set aside entirely, 
and this building were unavoidably delayed thereby. Our objective is 
to get a building, and we would like to see it go forward as rapidly as 
possible, under whatever authorization provisions that the Congress 
may determine, but it seems that now, at the moment we are under the 
lease-purchase program, and if we cannot assist in the planning of this 
building this year, certainly we are going to lose a lot of ground that 
has been gained. 

LEASE-PURCHASE ACT 

Senator Hint. Is it not true that the Lease-Purchase Act has ex- 
pired ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Hitt. Not to your knowledge? 

Mr. Harvey. That there is any expiration of this authority. The 
only thing I know of it is in our appropriations bill that I am address- 
ing myself to now. 

Senator Hiii. Now, of course, you know that many Members of 
Congress are opposed to the lease-purchase program at this time be- 
cause they feel it would cost the Government more than this outright 
construction by the Government. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. You know there is a freeze, at the present time, im- 
posed by the executive department, on the Government building, znd 
one of the reasons for the freeze, as we understand it, was because of 
the short supply of critical material. 

Certainly there would be no difference, I take it, in the amount of 
critical material that would be used if this building were constructed 
under the lease-purchase program than it would under a direct Gov- 
ernment construction; would it? 

Mr. Harvey. No, sir; it should be the same. 

Mr. Keriy. Senator Hill, if I might just supplement what Mr. Har- 
vey has just said. The policy question as to whether or not buildings 
are under the lease-purchase program or are constructed by appro- 
priated funds is certainly beyond the control of our Department. The 
question which is really involved here, as I see it, is not the resolution 
of the problem as to whether or not this building should ultimately be 
built under lease-purchase or appropriated funds, but is an attempt 
to resolve for the fiscal year 1958 the question of whether or not we 
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can proceed with planning. As I understand it, it does not make any 
difference from the architectural standpoint whether or not you are 
planning this building for construction under appropriated funds or 
lease-purchase funds, but the position we now are in prohibits, in effect 
planning during 1958. What we would like to do is to proceed to 
work with the General Services Administration in order that the plans 
and specifications for the building can proceed in 1958. It would not 
be ready for construction during 1958 and thus the question of the 
means of financing the construction is something that would have to 
be resolved at a later date. 

Senator Hii. You could not go forward working with the Gen- 
eral Services Administration on the plans for your building? 


PROHIBITION IN SECTION 210 


Mr. Kexiy. Because of the prohibition in section 210 of the Appro- 
priation Act, that is correct, sir. 

Senator Hu. You could not go forward with those plans, even with 
the idea that the building was not going to be built under lease-pur- 
chase but would be built by the Government itself? 

Mr. Keixy. That is our understanding; yes, sir. 

Senator Hm. That is your understanding. In other words, the 
only way you can go forward with those plans would be if you would 
be, what we might say, eligible for lease-purchase contracts for con- 
struction of the building? 

Mr. Ketry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hut. Is that your understanding? 

Mr. Ketry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hit. Did you want to add something, Mr. Harvey? 


LEGISLATIVE PROVISION 


Mr. Harvey. I just want to call attention to the language which we 
are seeking to have repealed. 

It simply says that: 

None of the funds provided herein shall be used, either directly or indirectly, 
for construction or planning of any building for the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare under the lease-purchase program. 

So, as long as it is like it is now we just stand and this planning has 
reached a certain stage where it is ready to go forward with the de- 
tailed planning now, and the architect has been employed. 

Senator Him. What I was wondering was this: As Mr. Kelly has 
said, your plans would be the same or substantially the same, I take 
it, whether it is built under lease-purchase or whether it is built by 
the Government itself ? 

Mr. Harvey. It would not make any difference at all on the plans. 

Senator Hinz. I was wondering why you could not go head with your 
plans on the theory that it is going to be built by the Government? 

Mr. Ketxy. It takes a determination by somebody that that is going 
to be done, and we honestly believed at the time we were comple 
our discussions with the Congress on the 1958 appropriations bill, 
that that could be done, and then subsequently were advised by Gen- 
eral Services Administration that they could not use their funds that 
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are now available for planning of this building, other than as a lease- 
urchase building, and that is why we are back now. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hitt. But you have been advised by the General Services 
Administration that it cannot spend any funds to go forward with the 
plans for your building unless that building is at least eligible under 
the lease-purchase program ? 

Mr. Ketiy. That is our understanding of it; yes, sir. 

Senator Hixx. That is why you are here today, and you ask at least 
that we make you eligible without, of course, making a determination 
at this time as to whether your building would be built under lease- 
purchase or under funds appropriated by the Government? 

Mr. Ketry. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hii. Simply that you may get your plans so that you have 
them, and, when the determination is made then you will be prepared 
to go ahead with actual construction, is that right ? 

Mr. Ketxy. That is right. 

Mr. Harvey. Precisely. 

Mr. Ketty. The General Services Administration has an authority 
to proceed with this plan, but we do not have the authority to give 
them any advice or assistance on the kind of a building that is needed, 
and it would be fruitless for the architects to try and plan the build- 
ing Without such negotiations and discussions. 


LANGUAGE TO AUTHORIZE PLANNING 


Senator Hitt. Mr. Kelly, I notice that this request for language 
uthorizing you to proceed with planning of the Food and Drug 
Building came from the Department in accordance with an arrange- 
ment with the Bureau of the Budget. Is this what you asked the 
Budget Bureau to do or what was your request ? 

Mr. Ketiy. Mr. Chairman, the House in acting on the 1958 budget 
inserted the restrictive language—section 210 about which we have 
ben testifying and in the House Appropriations Committee report 
ihey were quite critical of the Department’s construction program 
particularly the use of the lease-purchase device for constructing the 
Food and Drug Building and Communicable Disease Center. The 
committee stated that they would expect the Department to promptly 
present plans for these buildings if they wished to proceed. The De- 
partment then requested of the Budget Bureau a supplemental ap- 
propriation in the amount of $500,000 for planning the Food and 
Drug Building. This was rejected but as an alternative we were 
vermitted to submit the language request now before you in order 
that we could proceed uninterrupted with the planning of this build- 
ing. 

_ Senator Hinu. Is there anything further you would like to add, Mr. 
Harvey ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. No,sir. I think that is all. 

Senator Hirx. Isthere anything else, Mr. Kelly? 

Mr. Ketry. No, sir. 

Senator Hix. Gentlemen, we certainly are much obliged to you. 
We thank you very much. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2:30 this afternoon. 
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(Whereupon, at 1:18 p, m. the committee recessed until 2:30 p, m, 
of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION—2: 30 P. M. (WEDNESDAY, AuGUsT 14, 1957) 


Corrs oF ENGINEERS 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


DREDGING OF COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will come to order. 

We will be pleased to hear from you now, Senator Murray. 

Senator Murray. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, 
in my many years as a Member of the United States Senate there has 
never been called to my attention a project with greater merit than 
the proposal that the Columbia River be dredged to a channel depth 
of 27 feet from Vancouver to The Dalles. 

The agricultural, mining, and general economy of Montana, as well 
as the other Northwestern States vitally needs the easy access to deep- 
water ports that would result from deepening of the Columbia River 
channel. 

All the evidence clearly shows that this great inland agricultural- 
mining empire requires this facility if it is to come into its own in the 
economic life of the Nation. 

The wheatgrowers of the Northwest. would be particularly bene- 
fited, and there is clear evidence that more than 200 ships of 8,000 
tons each will annually carry a variety of agricultural products over 
this waterway when it is deepened. This will make possible an aver- 
age savings of $1.68 per ton in transportation charges. 

In addition to these more than 200 ships carrying agricultural 
products, newly established industrial development at The Dalles 
will call for the movement of 35 to 40 ships of 10,000-ton capacity in 
and out of The Dalles annually. 

The producers of fresh fruits would also be greatly benefited by 
deep draft navigation on the Columbia. It has been conservatively 
estimated, for instance, that from 20,000 to 40,000 barrels of cherries 
would be shipped annually over this inland waterway at a transporta- 
tion saving approximately $1 per barrel. 

The Federal Government would directly benefit through the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation being enabled to use the ship channel, at 
greatly lowered transportation costs, for the movement of surplus 
grains destined for Far Eastern countries. 

I need not remind this committee that the channel deepening from 
Vancouver to Bonneville Dam has been authorized since 1937 to 4 
depth of 27 feet. Then in 1946 Congress extended the authorization 
from Bonneville Dam to The Dalles. In recent years past, however, 
irrespective of authorization, the channel has been maintained to 4 
depth of only 15 feet. 

APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


I urge the committee to implement the authorization by appropr 
ating the sum of $500,000 to get the initial dredging underway. 
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The economic development and welfare of a vast area—the entire 
Pacific Northwest—cries for this appropriation, and I urge you to 
answer the cry. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity to ap- 
pear. 

Chairman Haypen. What I cannot understand, Senator, is that 
here is an authorization that was made for this extra dept 10 years 
ago, and yet we have done nothing about it. And the agitation in 
favor of channelizing the streams in the eastern part of the United 
States is kept on regularly. You take the great harbors of the At- 
lantic coast, like for instance Norfolk. Since the advent of these 
great tankers they could not come into the harbors without having 
to lighter part of their load, and deepening of the channels has en- 
abled the ships to land and bring in their oil from abroad and make it 
so that the cost of fuel is less in the community. We are deepening 
the channel of the Delaware River to bring in iron ore. 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

Chairman Haypen. I have been on this committee quite a time, and 
I am just wondering why there has not been more effort made in the 
past 10 years to get something done. 

Senator Murray. Well, I guess we are not as experienced as they 
are in the East in handling these political problems. It does seem to 
me that there has been a little neglect there. 

Chairman Haypen. It does seem to me that the West is behind the 
times. That is why I brought out the question. 

Senator Murray. It is very important that we get cheap transporta- 
tion. For instance, in Montana we could have a big chrome industry 
there. Instead, chrome is brought all the way across the ocean from 


Africa to be processed in Memphis, Tenn.:; yet we have the chrome 
right there in Montana. 
Chairman Haypen. But you do not have the water transportation. 
Senator Murray. That is it. 
Chairman Haypen. I thank you for your statement. 
Senator Neuberger? 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


COLUMBIA RIVER PROJECT 


Senator Neusercer. I was listening to Senator Murray’s very able 
testimony, and as usual he was very thorough. I will not go into the 
statistical details which he gave you so well. 

I would just like to explain the answer to the very logical and very 
reasonable question whic h you put. 

The Columbia River, as I think you know, is the only river that cuts 
through the great mountains that rise above the Pacific Ocean. There 
is no other waterway between the great Intermountain West and the 
Pacific Ocean except. the Columbia River. It cuts throngh the Cas- 
cade Range, which is the continuation of the Sierra Range. (God 
made one mountain range, but it is called the Cascades in the north 
and the Sierras as it extends on into Mexico. 

That river has been a natural avenue for navigation since Lewis 
and Clark came down it with the American flag in 1805. 
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Indeed, when Meriwether Lewis sent his reports to Thomas Jeffer. 
son, he said then that this was a great avenue of commerce. And 
Thomas Jefferson, in the first papers ever written by any American 
President about the American West, envisioned a great commercial] 
empire on the Columbia River because of its navigability. As we 
know, water transportation was then the only means of travel except 
by horseback or on foot. 

But there have been barriers to navigation on the Columbia River 
in the form of rapids which act as blockades. 

The first great rapids was Cascade Rapids, which Bonneville Dam 
inundated. Bonneville Dam, however, did not inundate Cascade 
Rapids until 1938. President Roosevelt came to Bonneville in 1987, 
I think you remember that. Senator McNary introduced him. It 
was a great event. And President Roosevelt dedicated Bonneville 
on that date, and in 1938 the river was sealed off and power produc- 
tion began and Cascade Rapids was inundated beneath the pool. 

So that meant that for the first time navigation began into the upper 
river. So you see, it was only 20 years ago that any navigation at 
all began on the section of the Columbia. 


UMATILLA RAPIDS 


But there was still another great obstacle, and that was Umatilla 
Rapids located about 120 or 130 miles above Bonneville. It was very 
difficult to contemplate use of barges and diesel tugs as long as Uma- 
tilla Rapids remained. But the dam that is taking care of Umatilla 
Rapids is McNary Dam, named for your old colleague and your for- 
mer associate in the Senate. And today MeNary Dam is completed, 
Every generator has not been put in, but it is in operation, both power- 
wise and navigation wise. 

So with the inundations by the pools back of Bonneville Dam and 
McNary Dam of the two main rapids which were obstacles to success- 
ful navigation, the impetus began to use the upper Columbia for water 
transporation. 

Bonneville Dam was constructed at a cost of approximately $88 
million—which seems so little now for a great dam, does it not? Me- 
Nary cost about $320 million. The question before us today is this: 
Are we going to allow a bottleneck of maybe $8 or $10 million pre- 
vent the full use of those dams for navigation? Because as long as 
you have the channel silted over, filled with snags, clogged with all 
kinds of debris, sand, and gravel, that come down a great swift flow- 


ing river like the Columbia, you cannot make use of the pools that 
over $400 million worth of dams have created. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR CHANNEL DEPTH 


Now, Senator Murray very properly pointed out the channel above 
Vancouver is authorized for a depth of 27 feet and a width of 300 feet. 
However, maintenance has lagged and the depth now is only 15 feet. 
But the great pressure in recent years for bringing petroleum and 
manufactured products and alumina ore and other commodities or 
raw materials upstream and then taking downstream wheat and apples 
and other farm products of the intermountain region back of the 


Cascades—that all dates from the completion of Bonneville and Me- 
Nary Dams. 
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Now, you know the size of the appropriations that this committee 
regularly authorizes for navigation on the Mississippi River, on the 
Ohio River, on the Delaware River, and in the great seacoast harbors 
of the Eastern States. Why, this little $500,000 appropriation that. was 
knocked out is in comparison a mere bagatelle. And yet it would be 
very important to making some use, not full use but some use, of the 
navigation possibilities of the greatest river system we have in the 
West. 


MAGNITUDE OF COLUMBIA RIVER 


You know, Mr. Chairman, I have recently been working on an article 
for Harper’s magazine about the Columbia River. And I do not think 
anybody realizes that magnitude of the Columbia River. The Colum- 
bia River at its maximum flow, when all the great ranges in British 
Columbia, in Canada, are melting to their maximum, carries across the 
border and down into the United States five-sixths of the maximum 
flow of the Mississippi. That is the extent of the Columbia River, It 
carries down to the sea 18¢ million acre-feet of water. I think your 
great Colorado River has 17 or 18 million feet. 

Chairman Haypen. I looked up the records one day, and my re- 
collection is that more water runs into the Columbia River out of the 
Pend Oreille than there is in the whole Colorado River system. 

Senator Nrurercer. I am sure that there is no doubt about that. 
This is a thing that I know is correct, because these figures are very 
vivid in my mind. 

The Colorado system has about 17 or 18 million acre-feet. 

The Columbia, where it crosses the border out of Canada, hasn’t 
picked up a single drop of water in the United States. It has not 
picked up the Snake. It has not picked up the Willamette. It has 
not picked up the Deschutes or any of the great rivers that we know 
in the United States. The Columbia, where it crosses the border out 
of Canada, has 62 million acre-feet; this shows you what a river it is. 
Here is the only river that offers any competitive factor with the rail- 
roads and the trucklines for travel through the mountains of the in- 
termountain west, of the Cascades. And we in the Northwest are 
being choked by high freight rates. 


UNEMPLOYMENT CRISIS 


The Senator from Montana made an outstanding speech on the 
Senate floor the other day about the unemployment crisis that grips 
our region. One of the big factors is truck and railroad freight rates. 
As you and I know, Senator Murray, industrial development in our 
States is virtually impossible because of this great rate factor. 

The Columbia offers the only possible competition to the railroads 
and the trucklines. We need $500,000 to dredge this channe] down to 
project depth and then continuation of appropriations so that it can 
be maintained at project depth. It just seems to me tragic not to—— 

Senator Cuavez. Was that the authorization that we took care of 
the other day in public works? 

Senator Nrunercer. No, this has been authorized for many years. 
This project from Vancouver to The Dalles was authorized in two 
— First, in 1937, from Vancouvesr to Bonneville pool, when 

onneville was built, and then in 1946 from Bonneville pool to The 
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Dalles, when it became obvious that dams such as McNary Dam and 
The Dalles Dam would be built on the upper river. 


CONDITION OF THE DALLES 


Senator Cuavez. What about The Dalles? 
of that now? 

Senator Neusercer. The structure is virtually completed, but none 
of the power equipment has been installed. But the river has been 
sealed off. And already the pool back of The Dalles has started to 
flood out the Indian fishing grounds. 

Senator Cuavez. Tell me now: What about the Indians? 











What is the condition 


INDIAN PROBLEM 






Senator Neusercer. Well, your committee appropriated for the In- 
dians, if I am not mistaken, $26,900,000. That was to reimburse tha 
Indians for the loss of their ancestral fishing rights. And I think 
that some of the Indians regard that as not generous, but I believe 
that on the whole it was a quite adequate appropriation. The Indians 
have a very sentimental feeling about this area. 

Senator Cravez. Besides that, now, the practical end of it—as I 
recall, this would not provide that with the money appropriated for 
the Indians they could still go further and get their ancestral homes, 

Senator Nevsercrr. You provided that they could go to their fish- 
ing grounds. In all candor, though, there are none in the Columbia to 
match those at Celilo. There is no other place at which so many sal- 
mon can be caught. 

However, I do want to say that the greatest escapement up into 
the headwaters of the river has been experienced this year—way up 
into the Salmon and the Clearwater, up into the C ontinental Divide, 
where Lewis and Clark first crossed the mountains. This great es- 

eapement has occurred, I believe, because Indian fishery formerly 
made such depreciations on the fish going upstream. 

But your committee provides, I think, quite adequately, $26,900,000. 
Is that not the correct figure, Colonel ? 

If it is not correct, would you correct it in the record for me? I be- 
lieve it is, though. (The Corps of Engineers subsequently advised 
that $26,907,155 had been paid or approved for payment to the In- 
dians. ) 

But, Dennis, this is the thing we are talking about here: This is the 
second greatest river system in the United States, second only to that 
on which Senator Ellender lives, and its use for navigations has just 
been minima!. We need it so badly out there. 






























PER CAPITA INCOME IN OREGON 





The State I help to represent, was once a very wealthy State in per 
capita income. In 1947, average per capita income in Oregon was 
$202 above the national average. Last year it was $10 below the na- 
tional average, at a time of national prosperity. We ae just been 
going down on the economic toboggan every single year. And one 
reason is that the States like Oregon and Montana are oiheeed in dis- 
tance and in terms of freight rates from the major markets of the 
United States than other parts of the United States. Waterborne 
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transportation is vitally needed to offer some competitive control over 
railroads and trucklines. It is life and death to us. 


PROBLEM OF FREIGHT RATES 


Senator Cuavez. What ratedothey use? Pittsburgh? 

Senator Neunercer. They use Pittsburgh plus; that is right. 

Senator Cuavez. We suffer from the same thing. 

Senator Neusercer. Sure. I know. And Senator Hayden’s State 
suffers also from the same thing. But we are even farther away ‘than 
youare. Weare another 800 miles from C hicago. 

I had an experience in April. I was out in Oregon. One of the 
largest turkey warehouses in our State closed down permanently. 
We are a large turkey-raising State. It has closed because it costs 5 
cents a pound more to put an Oregon turkey down in the Chicago 
market, where they have to sell a lot of them, than a Texas or W est 
Virginia turkey. 

Well, the Thanksgiving turkey that your wife buys for your dinner 
is 30 pounds, perhaps. You add 5 cents a pound to each pound of that 
turkey, and it means either the Oregon turkey cannot compete or the 
grower has to absorb 5 cents a pound, which may be far more than his 
whole margin. 

I am sure your State has experienced the same thing, Senator Mur- 
ray, in all kinds of agricultural, mineral, and timber situations. 

Senator Murray. Yes; that is the main problem we have in our 
State. As I pointed out a little while ago, we could have had a big 
chrome industry in Montana if we had had proper rates. 


CONCENTRATION OF POPULATION 


Senator Neusercer. The whole North American Continent has a 
unique situation economically, because most of the people in both 
the United States and Canada live in a comparatively small area in the 
Kast. 

I looked it up the other day. I think something like 55 to 60 per- 
cent of the American people live within a 500-mile area of Pittsburgh. 
IT remember when I was up with my wife in Canada where the Alumi- 
num Company of Canada has built the largest aluminum smelter ever 
constructed in northern British Columbia, using 2-mill power created 
by dropping those great hanging lakes at the head of the Frazier River 
600 feet to tidewater. One reason that such a project is feasible is 
that there is water access to the plant from the ocean. The smelter is 
located at the end of a great fjord that goes for 80 or 90 miles back 
into the mountains. 

But we need this water transportation in the Northwest. 

Senator Cuavez. What was this that Senator Magnuson said the 
other day about transportation, I think, getting it over from Walla 
Walla? 

Senator Neunercer. I think that was a bill in the Public Works 
Committee if I am not mistaken, having to do with the relinquishment 
or trading of some Government lands, Dennis, so that the port of Walla 
Walla could establish a port authority there. 

Here is Senator Magnuson now. 
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Maggy, Senator Chavez just asked me about your bill dealing with 
Walla Walla. Was that not for the exchange of lands so that they 
could develop a port authority there ? 

Senator Magnuson. Yes. There is a port authority developed 
there, and there are 3 or 4 of them, and all of that land around there 
was Government land backed up by McNary Pool. And we are leas- 
ing some of that land and giving title to some of it when they express 
a purpose to put in industrial development. There are all kinds of 
grain elevators. And this will be a pulp and paper mill. The whole 
thing is growing. The whole McNary Pool is growing, because it has 
a chance. There is nothing there, and they need this navigation. 


IMPORTANCE OF COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION 


Senator Neupercer. Senator Murray and I were just stressing the 
fact that the only possible way we could have a competitive factor 
with the railroads and the trucklines in the Northwest is to have exten- 
sive navigation on the Columbia River because that is the only water 
route through the mountains. 

Senator Macnuson. And there is a big oil movement back and forth 
that goes to the inland empire and into Idaho and even into Montana. 

Senator Neusercer. It brings out wheat and apples. 

Senator Magnuson. Wheat and apples, fruit. As a matter of fact, 
the tonnage has quadrupled in the past 5 years. More than that, 1 
believe. 

Senator Cuavez. I want you boys from Oregon and Washington and 
Montana to know this. They take me to task at home once in a while 
because I get a couple of million for the Rio Grande, and they say, 
“You give $90 million to the Columbia.” But I say, “They have the 
kind of a river,” which is true. You have a terrific resource there in 
the Columbia. 

Senator Nreupercer. Dennis, I can remember in 1937, when I was 
correspondent for the New York Times in the Northwest, I stood up 
at Chanticleer, a thousand feet above the Columbia, with a great Swed- 
ish engineer who had been their chief delegate to the World Power 
Conference. He was the chief hydraulic engineer for Sweden. Most 
of their power, I guess, comes from those small rivers that drop down 
to the ocean through fjords. He stood there, looking at the Columbia 
River pouring through the gates of the mountains, and tears came into 
his eyes, and he said, “Do you people in the Northwest realize what 
you have here?” He says, “Here is a river greater than the Rhine, and 
it falls farther than our brooks.” 

And we have never fully utilized that river. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Magnusen, do you have a statement you 
want to offer to the committee ? 

Senator Macnuson. No; I just want to supplement this statement 
by all of the Senators here, Morse, Jackson, Neuberger, and the rest. 

The committee is quite familiar with this item. It is something that 
should be done, and we are hopeful that we can get the matter into the 
supplemental and get going. Because the money here for the main- 
tenance—we doubled the amount, I believe—is in the regular bill, and 
this would be a continuation up the river to do the job that is going 
to have to be done ultimately. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Do you have a statement. for the record, Sena- 
tor Magnuson ? 

Senator Magnuson. Yes; I will offer this. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATORS MAGNUSON, Morse, JACKSON, AND NEUBERGER ON THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER VANCOUVER TO THE DALLES PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as Senators from the States of 
Washington and Oregon we are intensely interested in the project for the 
deepening and widening of the Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash., and 
The Dalles, Oreg. Our interest is predicated upon our firm conviction that this 
project is in the national interest as well as in the interest of the economy of 
great industrial and farming areas adjacent to the Columbia River. 

In 1937, Congress authorized a ship channel from Vancouver, Wash., to Bonne- 
ville Dam, with a project depth of 27 feet and width of 300 feet. In 1946, the ex- 
tension of the project depth and width to The Dalles, Oreg., was also authorized 
by Congress. 

The dredging of the main channel between Vancouver and Bonneville Dam was 
completed in 1949, but during the past several years it has been maintained only 
to a depth of 15 feet, presumably upon the Corps of Engineers’ conclusion that 
the needs of existing traffic can be served thereby. However, as we shall point 
out, the needs of vast areas on both sides of the river cannot be served ade- 
quately by the maintenance of the river in its present inadequate conditions of 
depth and width. 

This whole area has entered a new phase of rapid industrial development and 
unless work is undertaken promptly to develop that part of the Columbia River 
lying between Vancouver and The Dalles in accordance with previous congres- 
sional authorizations, the upper Columbia will serve as a bottleneck rather than 
as an artery of commerce. 

In testimony submitted to the Senate Appropriations Committee on H. R. 80¥9, 
the public works appropriations bill, 1958, the Corps of Engineers advised that 
it would need $500,000 of new construction money to begin rock removal between 
Bonneville Dam and The Dalles and improvement of the entrance to the Bonne- 
ville canal (Senate hearings, H. R. 8090, p. 2744). This $500,000 of construc- 
tion work constitutes an integral part of the overall estimated total of $5,350,000 
needed for restoration of this section of the river to project depth and width. 

Channel work on the Columbia between Vancouver and The Dalles is urgently 
required, not only on the basis of economic considerations but also because of the 
fact such work constitutes a defense measure of primary importance. 

The economic situation along this 85-mile section of the Columbia is entering 
anew phase of rapid industrial development. Unless immediate action is taken 
to assure ample funds for the initiation of work to restore project depth and 
width, this section of the river will be wholly inadequate to meet the needs of a 
rapidly expanding area. Therefore, it is of utmost importance that this committee 
give serious consideration to the inclusion in the supplemental appropriation for 
fiscal 1958 of funds sufficient to accomplish the inaximum channel construction 
work that can be performed by the Corps of Engineers on this project during 
the present fiscal year. 

We recail with deep satisfaction the favorable action taken by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee in recommending $500,000 for the initiation of con- 
struction work on the upper Columbia when it took action on the public works 
appropriation bill, H. R. 8090. We are sure this committee recalls the im- 
portance and the worthwhile nature of the project. 

In support of our request for funds in the sum of $500,000 to initiate con- 
struction, we submit for the consideration of the committee the following salient 
points: 

1. A major aluminum company has indicated that by late 1957 there will beg'n 
an annual movement of 18 round-trip ocean vessels carrying alumina from the 
Orient for the initial operations of a reduction plant that is scheduled for com- 
pletion in late 1957; that during 1958 and 1959, this annual movement will in- 
crease to 24 round trips; that by 1960, if sufficient electric power is available, 
the company will double its aluminum production capacity so as to assure 48 
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annual round-trip ocean vessel movements. By 1961, the company expects 84 
annual vessel movements. 


2. This additional ocean vessel tonnage will result in an increase in the out- 
going tonnage of aluminum, titanium, or steel products, chemical fertilizers, 
possibly coal, and other industrial products. 

3. Grain from one of the great wheat-producing centers of the Nation—eastern 
Oregon and eastern Washington—can be shipped for export on oceangoing 
vessels at The Dalles if the authorized channel depth is attained. Also, a very 
substantial volume of fresh fruit can be shipped for ocean travel under these 
circumstances. 

4. A number of new smaller industries in existence or under construction also 
can be expected to contribute substantial tonnage to this stretch of the Columbia. 
Thus, agreements have lately been signed for the construction of a new pulp 
mill on the McNary pool at a $30 million investment. Deepening of the Columbia 
River channel to The Dalles would make it possible for this firm to barge its 
products to The Dalles for transshipment to deep-draft vessels at that point 
rather than the more costly haul all the way to the mouth of the river. 

An existing plant located between Vancouver and Bonneville engaged in pro- 
duction of aggregate for use in concrete would be able to barge gravel from up- 
stream to its mill in more economical loads. In addition, when construction gets 
underway on a new contract for making concrete pilings, these products could be 
transported upriver from the plant. 

Two petroleum storage facilities, representing an investment of $10 million, 
are already in existence on McNary pool at the terminus of a major pipeline. 
With completion of the deeper channel, petroleum could be barged to The Dalles 
for transshipment to deep-draft vessels at considerable savings over the longer 
haul downstream. 

These examples of new industries which are anxious to increase the use of 
the river for transportation purposes point up the extremely varied nature of 
the river traffic which would use the deeper channel. 

We are hopeful that the committee will again approve this appropriation re- 
quest which we are satisfied is most meritorious. 


Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman, Senator Martin is present, and I 
believe he would like to be heard on the Rathbun Reservoir. 

We had some testimony before the Public Works Subcommittee 
quite extensively on that project and the Red Rock project. Both of 
the items had budget estimates. 

What is the $50,000 for, Senator Martin ? 


RATHBUN RESERVOIR 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS E. MARTIN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Martin. Thank you very much for the privilege of appear- 
ing before the committee with reference to appropr iations for certain 
Towa projects. This is planning money. 

The hearing was rather complete on Rathbun and on the Red Rock 
project in Iowa in the general hearings held last spring. It was in- 
cluded by the Senate in the bill passed by the Senate. The House had 
not allowed those two items, so that it called for an adjustment in 
the committee of conference. Rathbun was left out entirely and Red 
Rock was cut down to $100,000 in the committee of conference. Now 
I understand the House committee is favorable to a $50,000 appro- 
priation for planning for the Rathbun project, and the Red Rock will 
remain at the $100,000 already included in the appropriation bill 
passed. 
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PLANNING FUNDS 


Senator Cuavez. What would be the practical effects, if you only 
get $50,000 for planning? What will you do with that? Will it 
carry on? 

Senator Marry. Initially it will get the project started. I do not 
believe it could possibly complete the planning. The estimate on that 
was $100,000. 

Senator Exitenper. It was a budget estimate that was provided, 
and, as I said, because of the objection of a member of the conference 
it was eliminated entirely. But since the conference was had, Senator 
Martin, I think, took the matter up with the particular members, and 
we agreed to go along with $50,000, 

Senator Cravez. Do you think $50,000 is adequate to carry on? 

Senator Martin. To get the planning started in this coming fiscal 
year. That is my understanding. It will not complete the job. 

etinbc Cuavez. It will not complete the planning? 

Senator Martin. No. 

Senator Cuavez. Now, how will that affect the project? Will it in 
any way deter getting down to construction, if we do not give you 
enough planning money ? 

Senator Martrn. Our engineers would have to be consulted on that 
point. I do not know. 

Senator Exienper. Well, it is bound to delay the final completion 
of the planning. The engineers stated specifically that they could 
use $100,000, as I remember. The evidence is before us. But, as I 
said, there was objection to that sum, and it is felt now that $50,000 
will carry on the project to the point where it can be started and prob- 


ably next year sufficient funds can be made available so as to complete 
the planning, and it will mean a probable delay of the construction 
of the project maybe a year. 
Senator Cuavez. And as to the $50,000, there will be no objection ? 
Senator Martin. That is the information that has come to me, and 
that is why I have come before this committee. 


RED ROCK PROJECT 


Now, on the Red Rock Project, the $100,000 already allowed will 
get the planning started. But again, as the engineers indicated in the 
general hearings, that will not be enough to carry that out. It at 
least will get the planning started, though, and they are very anxious 
in the Des Moines River Valley to get that Red Rock project under- 
way. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to come down and appear 
before you in regard to these two projects. 

Chairman Haypen. As I recollect, the benefit-to-cost ratio is very 
satisfactory. 

Senator Evtenper. Yes, very satisfactory. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


PAY RATE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 


STATEMENT OF W. J. McNEIL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
COMPTROLLER, ACCOMPANIED BY L. NIEDERLEHNER, DEPUTY 
GENERAL COUNSEL 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypven. The next item is that dealing with the pay rate 
of the General Counsel of the Department of Defense. 

Under Reorganization Plan No. 6 approved in 1953, the General 
Counsel would receive the same pay as the Assistant Secretary. The 
pay act of 1956 set this at $20,000, but another section of the Pay 
Act set the salary of the General Counsel of an executive or military 
department at $19,000. 

It is my understanding that the requested language will remove the 
confusion resulting from conflicting interpretations. 

Who is going to testify in regard to that? 

Mr. McNett. I will, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. We are glad to see you, Mr. McNeil. 

Mr. McNett. I have just a one page statement. 

Chairman Haypen. You may read it. 

Mr. McNett. We have proposed to the committee the inclusion of 
ianguage in this bill to clarify an ambiguity between the provisions 
of law relating to the compensation of the General Counsel of the 
Department of Defense. 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 6 


Reorganization Plan No. 6, effective as of June 30, 1953, authorized 
appointment of the General Counsel, Department of Defense, and 
specifically provided that— 


he shall receive compensation at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant 
Secretaries of executive departments. 

The Federal Executive Pay Act of 1956 set the pay of Assistant 
Secretaries of executive departments at $20,000. However, a general 
provision, section 106 (b) 9, set at $19,000 the pay of the “legal adviser, 
solicitor, or general counsel of an executive or military department.” 
Since the general counsels of most executive departments were within 
the general civil service pay schedule, this section set a statutory salary 
for those officers. Further, for the first time it set the pay of general 
counsels of military departments. That is the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force. 

We are advised that the conference committee took note of the fact 
that the General Counsel of the Department of Defense is designated 
by the reorganization plan as the chief legal officer of the Department 
of Defense and is senior in rank to the general counsels of the military 
departments, and considered that his salary had already been set by 
Reorganization Plan 6, and that this would result in a salary level of 
$20,000. 

Senator Satronstatt, Why didn’t it? 

Mr. McNett. It was because of the confusing language in this other 
uct which was passed a little later. 
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Senator SatronstTatL. Well now, who made the decision that it was 
set at $19,000? Was that the Bureau of the Budget? Or somebody 
in the Defense Department ? 

Mr. McNett. I was coming'to that in just a second. I have a state- 
ment on that, Senator. 


However through inadvertence this officer was not specifically enu- 
merated under the $ 20,000 category. 

Some confusion has been introduced by this provision, and it was 
necessary to instruct the disbursing officer to pay at the lower of the 
two rates in dispute, pending a resolution. Although a legal study 
was prepared within the Department of Defense which concluded 
that the specific provision controlled, rather than the general pro- 
vision, the General Counsel of the general accounting officer informally 
expressed some doubt and it was decided to seek some other means to 
clarify the point. The matter was presented to the Bureau of the 
Budget who about 10 days ago authorized the Department of Defense 
to seek legislative clarification of this difference. 

The proposed language would eliminate a disparity of salary among 
immediate and direct advisors to the Secretary of Defense who are 
of equi al rank and will maintain the organizational pattern and rela- 
tionships established in Reorganization Plan 6 effective as of June 
30, 1953. 


Senator Savronstatn. Are you through? 
LETTER FROM SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Mr. McNett. I only want to say that Secretary Wilson believes very 
strongly that this would be of real help. 


C hairman Haypen. I have a letter from the Secretary here, which 
will go in the record. 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, August 13, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I hope it will be possible for you to include in the pending 
supplemental appropriation bill, language confirmatory of Reorganization Plan 
No. 6, approved June 30, 1958 : 

“He [the General Counsel] shall receive compensation at the rate prescribed 
by law for Assistant Secretaries of executive departments.” 

There has arisen some confusion between this provision and a general pro- 
vision in the Federal Executive Pay Act of 1956 relating to the pay of general 
counsels of “executive or military departments.” The following provision in 
the Appropriation Act would eliminate this confusion and make clear the fact 
that the salary of the General Counsel, Department of Dfense, is the same as 
that of the Assistant Secretaries : 

“See. —. The General Counsel of the Department of Defense shall be paid 
at the rate prescribed by Reorganization Plan No. 6 approved June 30, 1953 (67 
Stat. 638).” 


Sincerely yours, 
C. E. WILson. 


CONSIDERATION OF PROVISION 


Senator Cuavez. The only thing that I have in mind is this: 
From the general idea, is it proper for this committee to put legisla- 
tive language in this particular bill ? 
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Mr. McNew. That could always be a question, Senator Chavez. 
Senator Cuavez. I think it should be done. 

Mr. McNet. One of the reasons for suggesting that it might go 
here is that I know of no other bill that would be appropriate this year, 
and I would hate to see an inequity go on for another year. 

Chairman Haypen. I am not a lawyer, but it seems to me, on the 
face of it, that if you have a specific statute that says $20,000, and you 
have a general] statute that says $19,000, the specific statute ought to 
govern. We could take that as authority of law to do what we do. 

Mr. McNet. That was the legal opinion developed in the Depart- 
ment of Defense, but we have had so many differences with the General 
Accounting officer and we hesitate to have a disbursing officer pay when 
there is a question. 

Senator ExLenper. Has he been paid on the basis of $20,000 ? 

Mr. McNem. No,sir. It would only be effective in the future. 

Senator Satronstatu. If this is legislation on an appropriation 
bill, as of course it is, we could put it through perhaps if the committee 
so desires and the Senate so desires, but why would it not cover you, 
Mr. McNeil, if the committee named it in its report, saying that this 
matter was brought before it and that it gave it consideration and it 
recommended that the proper financial officer, which is yourself, pay 
at the rate of $20,000? 

Senator Extitenper. That would not satisfy the General Accounting 
officer. 

Mr. McNetz. That is the view of our office. A year later the dis- 
bursing officer, the one who wrote the check, could easily have it 
charged back. 

I would hate to put the disbursing officer in that kind of a position 
if we could help it. 

Senator Cuavez. Why can’t the Pentagon, or the Defense Depart- 
ment, do it on their own as strongly as they have at law, instead of pass- 
ing the matter up to the Appropriations Committee, who will have 
to have language here that will be legislation in appropriation? I 
am for it, of course. 


PROCEDURAL PROBLEM 


Mr. McNet. I think there would still be doubt. And our real 
mechanical problem, our procedural problem is this: In the Depart- 
ment of Defense, if an item is disallowed by the Comptroller General 
on the post audit, it is charged back to the account of the individual 
disbursing officer. 

Senator Ture. Secretary McNeil, would it be unreasonable to ex- 
plore this with the Comptroller General to see what his attitude 
would be? Because some one could raise a point of order immedi- 
ately on this question, and then you would just absolutely freeze it 
until you do take legislative action. Because if you get a point of 
order raised on the floor, you have frozen it. 

Mr. McNen.. You mean if you covered it in the report? 

Senator Tuyr. But I now have reference to the statement of the 
chairman, Senator Hayden, when he said that there is a specific law 
that says $20,000, and the general law says $19,000. I hold with the 
chairman. I am not a lawyer, but commonsense would imply to me 
that the specific law would prevail. And that is $20,000. And there- 
fore I would be inclined to sit down with the Comptroller General and 
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go over this chapter and say, “Now, this is what I am faced with.” And 
the Senate committee couid put it in their bill. But if a point of 
order were raised, we ae absolutely freeze the issue until such 
time as the law was amended. 

Senator Pastore. Now, I ama lawyer 

Senator Tire. And you area aaah one, sir. 

Senator Pasrorr. Let me ask you this question. Which law was 
passed first, the general provision, or the specific provision ? 

Mr. McNet. The specific provision was first. 

Senator Pastorr. Therefore, the general law might be considered 
to repeal the specific law that was passed later, I think myself it 
ought to be straightened out. 

Senator Tiixve. Well, 1 held, sir, that you were a good lawyer. 

Senator Eitenper. I do not think we would have any trouble in 
the Senate. We might in the House. 

Senator Pastore. It does present a tremendous responsibility to 
the man who has to decide it, because it may be charged back to him. 

Senator ELtenper. The man who has to sign those checks. 

Senator Pastorr. Surely. And I think the confusion ought to be 
removed. 


Senator CuAvez. Suppose someone who does not belong to the com- 
mittee should raise it ¢ 


Senator Pastore. Did you ever hear of anybody raising a point of 
order on Carl Hayden? Never. 

Chairman Haypen. Don’t fool yourself. It has happened. 

Have you anything further, sir? 

Mr. McNett. No. I think that completes it. We have struggled 
to find the answers. 


So if you could favorably consider this, I believe it would help us 
solve our problem. 

Chairman Haypen. The next appropriation for consideration re- 
lates to the District of Columbia. 





DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BUDGET PRESENTATION 


STATEMENTS OF ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN AND DAVID B. KARRICK, 
COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Chairman Haypren. Since Commissioner McLaughlin has indicated 
in his letter to me under date of August 7, that he is satisfied with 
the House allowances on items contained in House Documents 198 and 
213, I will place in the record the Commissioner’s letter and the justifi- 
cations that were submitted in support of these items, and will proceed 
with the language amendment requested for the Department of Health, 
and such other matters as members of the committee care to go into 
with the Commissioners and their associates. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


OFFICE OF THE CORPORATION COUNSEL 


For an additional amount, fiscal year 1958, “Office of Corporation Counsel,” 
$55,000. 
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Reciprocal enforcement of Support Act, $55,000.—All of the 48 States of the 
Union and several territorial possessions have laws providing for the reciprocal 
enforcement of the obligation of parents, particularly fathers, to support their 
families. These laws provide machinery under which absconding fathers may be 
brought before the courts of any jurisdiction in which they are found and re- 
quired, by court in that jurisdiction, to support dependent wives and children 
that have been abandoned in other jurisdictions. With the signature into law 
on July 10, 1957, of a similar enactment for the District of Columbia, machinery 
for the enforcement of the law must be set up in the District. The act authurizes, 
in section 24, appropriation of expenses for the carrying out of the act, including 
additional personal services for the Office of the Corporation Counsel. To ascer- 
tain the size staff, both professional and nonprofessional, that will be needed to 
carry on correspondence with all of the 48 States and several territorial posses- 
sions, to evaluate the claims for support that will be sent to and from the Dis- 
trict, to locate absconding spouses, to prepare the necessary pleadings and to 
follow the cases through the courts, the Corporation Counsel conferred with repre- 
sentatives of the Office of the United States Attorney, with the judges of the 
municipal court, with other local sources and with representatives from all 
the States of the Union attending a conference on this subject at New Orleans, La., 
in October 1956. From these various sources, it was concluded that the number 
of lawyers, clerks, investigators, and the amount of furniture and supplies listed 
below are absoluteiy needed to set up the operation and perform the functions 
required under this legislation. 

Additional personnel and other expenses are needed for the enforcement of this 
act, as follows: 


01 Personal services: 
GS-11Assistant Corporation Counsel__.__..__________ $6, 390 
2 GS-9 Assistant Corporation Counsel 10, 880 
4 GS-4 Clerk-stenographers____---_.--.-.----..-...-_ 13, 860 
2 GS-7 Investigators 


Total, personal services 

04 Communication services 8, 690 
06 Printing and reproduction 2, 500 
07 Other contractural services 150 
08 Supplies and materials 3, 000 
09 Equipment 2, 868 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions: 

Contributivus to retirement fund 2, 612 


Total increase requested 
COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT FUND EXPENSES 


For an additional amount, fiscal year 1957, for compensation and retirement 
fund expenses, $1,033,000, of which $83,900 shall be payable from the highway 
fund, $37,300 from the water fund, $32,000 from the sanitary sewage works 
fund, and $2,600 from the motor vehicle parking fund to be available, together 
with the amount appropriated in the District of Columbia Appropriation Act, 
1957, for financing the liability of the District of Columbia to the civil service 
retirement and disability fund. 

Prior to 1957 the District of Columbia contributed to the civil service retirement 
fund an annual amount based on a formula determined by the Civil Service 
Commission and applied it against the sum total of the payrolls of the last 
complete fiscal year. These amounts have been paid annually to the retirement 
fund on this basis. On September 20, 1956, the Retirement Division of the Civil 
Service Commission informed the District that the amount due the civil service 
retirement and disability fund from the Government of the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year 1957 would be as follows: 

“1. Apply the factor of 4.92 percent to payrolls paid to your employees 
covered by Civil Service Retirement Act for the period July 1, 1956 to Sep- 
tember 30, 1956. 

“2. Apply the factor of 614 percent to payrolls paid to your employees 
covered by the Civil Service Retirement Act for the period October 1, 1956, to 
June 30, 1957.” 
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The District has been considered in the same category as Government-owned 
corporations and this has resulted in the aforementioned request for increased 
payment for the 1957 fiscal year. 

Based on the latest available information and applying the aforementioned 
percentages the estimated amount to be due for the fiscal year 1957 is $3,666,000 
less the amount of $2,633,000 already available leaving a balance of $1,033,000, 
the amount requested. 

COURTS 





For an additional amount, fiscal year 1958, for “Courts’’, $98,000. 
Municipal court 


Reciprocal duties of support, $98,000—The present system in use under the 
criminal statute as enforced by the United States Attorney’s Office has an ac- 
cumulated caseload per year of 400 “voluntary arrangements to pay,” with an 
estimated 350 cases turned away as not meeting the jurisdiction requirements 
of the code. Collections in these cases run approximately $110,000 per year, 
represented by about 5,000 separate payments or transactions. It is anticipated 
that under a corresponding arrangement the unit in this branch would, in the 
first year of operation, handle upward of 750 cases as an initiating state alone. 
This figure represents the 350 cases mentioned above, plus the 400 cases now 
handled through the United States Attorney’s Office, which would be turned over 
to this unit on a gradual basis. These figures are only representative of such 
a unit operating as an initiating state. 

There is some difference of opinion of the anticipated volume of cases handled 
as a responding state. Available figures from Baltimore, Md., and Puerto Rico 
indicate a 4-to-1 ratio of this type case over cases initiated in those locales. 
While the Baltimore area may be somewhat parallel to our own in respect to 
this problem, there is strong opinion that the ratio here would be, at least ini- 
tially, about 8 to 1 since this area has become somewhat of a haven from such 
actions. This would mean that the total caseload would be in the vicinity of 
6,650 in the first year of operation. This would no doubt level off in future years, 
perhaps to a 4-to-1 ratio or a total of about 3,750 per year. This includes 
both initiated cases and those received from other jurisdictions. It is estimated 
that moneys received and disbursed would be in excess of $250,000 per year 
involving at least 10,000 transactions or payments. 


Application of funds: 
$39,340 is to provide the following personnel : 
2B GR-T BUDO Ta on canes eer ent ho een ihetedbint $4, 525 
2 GS-44 deputy clerks (financial), at $3,415_..__-_--____-_______ 6, 830 























$19,660 will be needed for operating expenses, as follows: 

$2,000 will be required for penalty mail and $1,665 for telephone ex- 
penses. 

$2,870 will be needed for printing and reproduction of forms, record books 
and stationery. 

$150 will be necessary to cover the cost of contributions to the group 
life insurance program. 

$3,200 will provide the necessary supplies and materials. 

$1,650 will be needed for furniture, furnishings, and fixtures, $4,500 for 
a nosting machine and $1,068 for 6 typewriters, at $178. 

$2,557 will provide funds for contributions to the civil-service retire- 
ment fund. 

Thirty-nine-thousand dollars will be used to convert basement storage rooms 
to office use, including the installation of underfloor conduits for electrical and 
telephone service, asphalt tile flooring, acoustical tile ceiling, painting of wall 
surfaces, installation of counters, shelving, etc.: also installation of adequate 
fluorescent lighting and extending the present air-conditioning and ventilating 
system to serve these rooms. 
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Finaneial analysis: 
01 Personal services_-___-- 7 Bei A SG 68 $39, 340 
04 Communication services: 
Telephone 1, 665 
Penalty mail : 901 uGY 2, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction 2, 870 
07 Other contractual services: 
Group life insurance_ -_ - TALS Le 150 
Repairs and alterations 39, 000 
O08 Supplies and materials_ __ 
09 Equipment: 
Furniture, furnishings and fixtures__- - _ 1, 650 
Office 1 au 5, 568 
11 Grants, subsidies and contributions, not specified: civil service 


retirement fund . ‘ : ae 2, 557 


Total_ : j nil te ee . 98, 000 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 


New language requested. 

“Department of Public Health, amounts equal to the cost of medical services 
rendered recipients of public assistance, without charge, may from time to time be 
transferred to the Department of Public Welfare for deposit into a fund, hereby 
established, for the purpose of matching Federal grants under the Social Security 
Act for payment for medical services as provided under that act, payment of 
related administrative expense, and return of any surplus to the general fund of 
the District of Columbia.” 

Under the provisions of the Social Security Act, as amended, the District can 
secure matching Federal grants to pay for vendor medical care furnished to recip- 
ients under 4 of the public assistance programs, covering more than 8,000 adults 
and about 8,000 children. 

To become eligible for these grants on the same basis as the States, the Depart- 
ment of Public Welfare would have to be made responsible for paying for medical 
eare furnished these recipients. Present appropriation act language places all 
funds for this medical care in the Department of Public Health. 

The proposed new language would have the effect of enabling the District to 
assign to the Department of Public Welfare responsibility for paying for this 
medical care, would permit transfer of the necessary funds from the Department 
of Public Health appropriation to the Department of Public Welfare, and thereby 
would enable the District to qualify for about $400,000 per year in matching 
Federal grants for this purpose. 


LICENSES AND INSPECTIONS, OPERATING EXPENSES 


For an additional amount, fiscal year 1958, ‘‘Licenses and inspections,’’ $10,000. 

Administration of District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act, $10,000.— 
This supplemental budget is required for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1958 to 
sarry out the provisions of the District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act, 
Public Law 85-87, July 10, 1957. It is anticipated that the regulations under this 
act will be in effect on April 1, 1958. 

The District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act provides for the registra- 
tion and control of all individuals, firms, copartnerships, corporations, stock 
associations, companies, societies and other organizations engaged in soliciting 
for charitable purposes; to examine their financial books and records, to determine 
amount of collections, expenses and distribution of funds; to investigate methods 
of making or conducting solicitations; where warranted to suspend or revoke any 
certificate of registration. 

Experience in license issuance which is similar to issuance of registration certifi- 
sates and with the examination of the books and records of all automobile dealers 
indicates that for the inception of this program 3 investigators and 3 clerks are 
required. The investigators will make investigations routinely and upon com- 
plaint and will audit financial records. The clerks will serve as registrars and 
perform typing, filing and other necessary clerical operations. Also required are 
funds for furniture for the additional personnel, printing, postage, supplies, ete. 

The requested amount of $10,000 for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1958 is 
based on the assumption that this Department will prescribe to the registered 
organizations and groups the format for the solicitor information cards specified 
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in the act and that the organizations will furnish these to their individual solicitors. 
However, the act provides that the Commissioners may prescribe by regulation 
that individual solicitor information cards be issued and controlled in this Depart- 
ment. In such event, the present budget estimate for carrying out the provisions 
of the act and regulations may not provide sufficient staff to adequately carry out 
the delegated responsibilities under the regulations. 


NATIONAL ZOOLOGICAL PARK 


For an additional amount in fiscal year 1958 for ‘‘National Zoological Park,’’ 
$49,000. 


Justification 


Conversion of animal keepers, $49,000.—This amount is urgently needed to meet 
the mandatory increased cost in personnel due to the conversion of animal keeper 
positions. In accordance with section 105, Public Law 763, 83d Congress, title 
I: Amendments to Classification Act of 1949, Civil Service Commission Depart- 
mental Circular 770 and section 416 of the Smithsonian Institution Manual, 
48 positions were converted from general schedule of the Classification Act to 
wage borrd. As a result of 2 continuous personnel survey during the fiscal year 
1957 it was found that in comparison with other leading zoos in the United States 
the rate of pay for animal keeper positions at the National Zoological Park was 
far below the average. The cost-of-living index for Chicago, Detroit, New York, 
San Diego and St. Louis averaged 119.4 in comparison with 117.9 for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. This small differential of 1.9 is not enough to demand the 
payment of low salary rates at the National Zoological Park and establishes the 
necessity for this conversion action. The following tabulation reflects the differ- 
ences in rates of pay for similar duties and responsibilities involved in the care, 

custody, and exhibition of zoological specimens. 


Comparison table of animal salaries for animal keepers 


i : 
| | 
Keeper Assistant | Head- 
Entrance | Keeper | Keeper principal! Keeper | head- | keeper 
trainee | junior | journey-|orsuper-| senior keeper or equiv- 
assistant man visory or equiv- alent 
| alent 
pete 
| 


wis is JOOS BAIR EO eee 


| | 
Brookfield boli Set |$3, 848. 00 ($3, 973. 00 0 #4, 202. 00 |$4, 451.00 |$4, 638. 00 | 1 3) 
Lincoln Park vapek _..--| 4,305.00 | 4, 557.00 | 4,667.00 | 4, 943. 00 (1) 
Detroit 4 > 4, 368. 00 4, 472.00 |.........-| 4,828.00 |_- $6, 656. 00 
New York alec 3, 250. 00 3, 500. 00 | 4, 250.00 | 4,550.00 | 5, 450. 00 $5, 450. 00 | 5, 750. 00 
San Diego . nalen | 3,552.00 | 3, 732.00 | 3,924.00 | 4,536.00 | 4, 764. 00 (') | (*) 
St. Louis * a 3, 600. 00 | ___-- eel 4, 032. 00 : j | (@) (*) 
Cincinnati 3, 600. 00 | ____- 4, 000. 00 |_._.._.-.-} 5, 300. 00 5, 800. 00 
National Zoologic: il Park old | 


rate 2, 960. 00 zee =) 3,175.00 | 3,415.00 | z | 4,080.00 | 4,970.00 
National Zoological Park new | 


rate . 3, 619. 20 | 3,931.20 | 4,347.20 | 4, 555. : i, 867. 20 6, 094. 40 6, 302. 40 





! This level of responsibility performed by scientific personnel, i. e., curator or assistant curator positions at 
a professional rate of pay. 


The increased cost in contributions to civil service retirement is $3,162. 
Through vacancies and delays in recruitment it is estimated that $2,812 of this 
amount can be absorbed. The amount of $350 is needed for contributions to 
civil service retirement fund. 

The Zoo maintaining its present operation under financial hardship is unable 
to absorb this increase within existing funds or by revision of operations. If this 
request is denied it would result in the leaving vacant 12 positions or abolishing 
positions essential to the continuance of the present level of service requirements 

The following tabulation shows how the increase requested is determined and 
to what positions it will be applied: 
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Fiscal year 1957 Fiscal year 1958 |Fiseal 

. oN . year 1958, 

Position increase 

Old Num- Total New Num- Total requested 

|e grade bis ber ae grade ber salary 

AB WN incnccittennecsniits GS-8... | 1 $5,105 | WB-25_- 1 $6, 635 $1, 530 
OG as a 1 5,160 | WB-24_. 1 6, 4°6 1, 246 
OR cccccaiunhhmnnataie ils a GS-5 4 16,075 | WB-17-_- 4 20, 467 4, 392 
Dek i. clu cdetece lesan Gs. 13 50,940 | WB-14__ 13 62, 712 11, 772 
BO tec ree le ea GSs- 3.. -| 29 10, 475 | WB-12.. 29 130, 185 29, 710 








Oi RUE STR BAe cue pggeen y= 48 | 226, 405 48, 650 





Financial analysis: 
01 Personal services: Activity 2.___- athena SG aos . $45, 838 
11 Grants, subsidies and contributions: Activity 2__-- : 3, 162 


Total 


CAPITAL OUTLAY, PUBLIC BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 


For an additional amount, fiscal year 1958 for ‘Capital outlay, public building 
construction,’’ $2,731,000. 
Public schools 


Bryan Elementary School addition_____._._._-..-.....------------ $780, 500 
Rivers Terrace Elementary School addition g 736, 350 


Noyes Elementary School addition_.................-------_------ 893, 850 
gi deidaatsber ovuliesd Soic SUZE 320, 300 


Kingsman Elementary School addition 


Total increase requested 


Capital outlay project schedule 


Department: Public schools. 

Project title: Bryan Elementary School addition. 

Location: Independence Avenue between 13th and 14th Streets SE. 
Description: 8 regular Son and 1 atypical classroom. Cap: peene,: 260. 











a | Funds Requested Balance | Percentage of 
Estimated available | in 1958sup- | needed to completion 

| cost to date | plemental | complete with supple- 

| | mental 
Site. _.-- nl | 9610: 600) bso $410, 00 | ma 100 
Plans and specificati ions______- 23, 400 | ia alot 2 WO Nn wcsus | 100 
Construction. eteel 333, 900 | aa 333, 900 : ado 100 
Furniture and equipment- -- -__--| 13, 200 |_- a Scie 13, 200 | 100 

t 


Total_- ae { 780, 500 ‘ "780, 500 





Estimated increase in nt expenses 


4 | | 
| 1959 ! | 1960 | 1961 | 1962 1963 
| | See wor SUN OCS feck SMe RA et ee ee ea erat | 
ea Tt sexta | By | 1 ¥ ‘? 7 7 on a1 | | 
Maintenance _ - = $1, 129 $1, 935 | $1, 935 $1, 935 $1, 935 
Other operating costs sd pedal 9, 130 i. 615 | 12, 036 12, 458 12, 879 
| 


1 Seven-twelfths year only. 


The area in which the Bryan is located is being served by two other elementary 
schools—the Buchanan and the Payne. It is expected that the situation in these 
schools in September 1957 will be as follows: 
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Capacity Anticipated | Excess in en-| Classroom 
enrollments | enrollment shortage 


Bryan-_...- dbo einksbe-wlelesiees b<EMis 540 867 327 10.9 
a ronda <omtocki 600 1, 027 427 14. 23 
BE eesensreness Saeed oseeine 480 965 485 16. 17 


Total __..-- 





iiteisaagthd-ob Seitas un 1, 620 2, 859 aed 41. 30 
| 


At the present time, in order to afford some relief for these overcrowded condi- 
tions, substandard facilities, converted facilities, and a temporary four-room 
demountable are being used. In addition, it will be necessary to establish 30 
part-time classes in September 1957. 

Some relief will be realized with the completion of the Payne addition of 6 rooms, 
funds for which were appropriated in the 1958 Appropriation Act. 

Even with the completion of this proposed project, there will be a classroom 
shortage in the area of 26 classrooms; and all indications are that the enrollments 


will continue to rise. In October 1961, the situation in this area is expected to be 
as follows: 


Combined capacities 

Combined enrollments _ - 

Overall excess in enrollment 
Classroom shortage in overall area___ 


The $13,200 requested for the purchase of furniture and equipment is needed for 
the following items: 


Regular classrooms &, at $1 ae 600 
Atypical classroom ____ - - ieee 2, 500 
General building._________ ay ine ieee 100 


Total ; at ; : awe 3, 200 


+ 


Capital outlay project schedule 


Department: Public Schools. 
Project title: River Terrace Elementary School Addition. 
Location: 34th and Dix Streets NE. 


Description: 7 regular classrooms, 1 kindergarten, 2 atypical classrooms, 
health suite, assembly hall, lunchroom-playroom with recreation facilities. 
Capacity, 280. 


| } 
Funds Requested | Balance Percentage of 
Estimated available | in 1958sup- | needed to completion 
cost to date plemental complete with supple- 
| mental 


Site- 

Plans and specifications $46, 400 oul $46, 400 100 
Construction 662, 500 | 662, 500 100 
Furniture and equipment 27, 450 27, 450 | 100 


100 


Total 735, 350 736, 350 | 


Estimated increase in operating expenses 


1959 ! 06 1961 


' 
Maintenance $717 | $2, 1! $2, 150 | 
Other operating expenses. 4, 631 5, 715 | 5, 93¢ 


1 One-third year only. 


The River Terrace Elementary School is located in an area that is virtually 
isolated, completely surrounded by Benning Road and the Potomac Electric 
power plant, the Pennsylvania Railroad tracks, the East Capitol Street Bridge 
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approaches, and the Anacostia River. Although the pupil density factor is high— 
497, it will probably grow larger since this area has relatively inexpensive homes, 
z convenient to transportation and shopping, and is thus attractive to growing 
amilies. 

This school is isolated from possible relief, and all available space is being used 
at the present time. In September 1957, it will be necessary to establish 6 
part-time classes in order to afford some relief to the serious overcrowding. The 
following table indicates the immediate need for relief in this area to adequately 
accommodate the rising pupil enrollments. 
















Capacity Enrollment Excess in Classroom 
enrollment shortage 















OE NUIT ohh. nnn ehh cn ett dn ane 270 555 285 9.5 
ET Mt ac bee Weems) oh who cwed cage x 270 634 364 12.1 


The $27,450 requested for the purchase of furniture and equipment is needed 
for the following items: 


eer tnnrouma (7 OG Si 00) 2255 se lc ELE a beeen cece ee $8, 400 
IN Sn 8 a. oe inn te cn a ee eee ao 
ae Teer (a RG Oe ONG) - ~~~. 5 - = oo eee 5, 000 
I Ge 8 ee ee ee eee 5, 500 
IND == rho ln Can ang ee eae eee end 900 


FOR RIEG 2 ocean n+ bcewaen est ke caedouus acid nod Janiosepos DOCS 1, 300 
Library (existing) ____- 
General building______ 


Capital outlay project schedule 


Department: Public schools. 

Project title: Noyes Elementary School addition. 

Location: 10th and Franklin Streets NE. 

Description: 10 regular classrooms, 1 kindergarten, 1 atypical classroom, 
health suite, assembly hall, lunchroom-playroom, recreation facilities, Capacity, 












350. . 
| | | 
| Funds Requested | Balance Percentage of 
| Estimated available in 1958 sup- | needed to eompletion 
| cost to date plemental complete with supple- 
mental 










| 


wa ep ee ee 








SEEN . : passa i ; 5 eae 100 

Plans and specifications - - - $56, 700 | $56, 700 | deat 100 

Construction __-- . i | 810, 900 | 810, 900 |__- ' 100 

Furniture and equipment _-- 26, 250 | 26, 250 |_-. 100 
Totel..._..... 893, 850 











c | 893, 850 | 
| | 











| | | 
1959 ! | 1960 | 1961 1962 1963 
inegicea eek meant aaeoa Gabicconalals == call seaaae _——— |—____—— 
Maintenance ___- $645 | $2, 580 $2, 580 | $2, 580 | $2, 580 
Other operating expenses- | 4, 874 | 5, 715 


5, 936 6, 158 | 6, 379 


1 One-fourth year only. 


The area in which the Noyes Elementary School is located is presently being 
served by six other elementary schools: Brookland, Burroughs, Bunker Hill, 
Langdon, Slowe, and Woodridge. At the present time, in order to afford some 
relief for these overcrowded conditions, substandard facilities and converted 
facilities are being used. In addition, in September 1957 it will be necessary to 
establish six part-time classes in the area. The following table indicates the 
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immediate need for relief in this area to adequately accommodate the rising 
enrollments: 


icethe 
| Combined Combined loverall excess| Classroom 











capacities enrollments in shortage in 

| enrollment | overall area 
pen peers nasi laci aan os 
September 1957__.-- Siade<otplaaanian 3, 060 3, 637 577 19. 23 
IE, BOG ne inne cintdingctntenetanebil 3, 060 4, 234 1,174 39. 14 











Additional relief is being sought in the 1959 budget by the proposed additions 
at the Burroughs of 12 rooms and the Langdon of 8 rooms making a total of 32 
new rooms for this area if the 3 proposed projects are completed. However, if 
the trend in the area continues as indicated by the above table, even after the 
completion of these 3 proposed projects, there will be a classroom shortage in the 
area of over 7 classrooms. 


The $26,250 requested for the purchase of furniture and equipment is needed 
for the following items: 


Regular classrooms (10, at $1,200) - 


i Snap tx SDarcaslon Gan See ota ole a ad ae $12, 000 
OTP OPtON 8... 5 ono od dw dee sea a es eee 1, 650 
PER INL in oo som eprom em aris alec seemed oon aces 2, 500 
ROGEEY SAR oicse o> Lwhaie~ cho ddan ace 5, 500 
Lunchroom-playroom - ___-_----~-- se.’ op se a i Ss gh ac aa 3, 300 
General. pris 6 s i soncmcmuie SUL be cates BS ceeielade eee 1, 300 

LOtal. .. . 26624-2525 d debe ode ae heen ea nee 26, 250 


Capital outlay project schedule 


Department: Public schools. 
Project title: Kingsman Elementary School addition. 
Location: 14th and E Streets NE. 


Description: 6 regular classrooms, 2 atypical classrooms, and health suite. 
Capacity, 220. 

















Funds Requested Balance Percentage of 
Estimated avail sble in 1958 s'1p- needed to ecmpletion 
cost to date plemental complete with supple- 
ment. 
RE ean aecas snips csi eens ieahncsll phatase a ngeniigas diced taninecisecanlehel 100 
Plans and specifications - .___--- EE Vacacoqncaeatins Sk GO Bonn ccmnnaue 100 
Construction .-. ane SER FE la wennccncawns GO EEE Pnciececsinesses 100 
Furniture and equipment _---- 14, 100 |- Dicks. alata 14, 100 }....-.-----. 100 
eatin r 
WO ekibh itches iain eee 320, 300 cece € ‘ 
t 
Estimated increase in operating expenses 
- es ; iieoen aa 
1959 ! 1960 1961 | 1962 1963 
= e ne 
Maintenance _--- ihiaie $957 $1, 720 $1, 720 $1. 720 | $1, 720 
Other operating costs......-- 5, 862 5, 715 5, 936 6, 158 | 4, 379 





1 Two-thirds year only. 


The area in which the Kingsman Elementary School is located is presently 
being served by 11 elementary schools: Blair, Edmonds, Hayes, Logan, Kings- 
man, Lovejoy, Ludlow, Madison, Maury, Peabody, and the Taylor. At the 
present time, in order to afford some relief for these overcrowded conditions, 
substandard facilities, converted facilities, and a temporary 8-room demountable 
are being used. In addition, in September 1957, it will be necessary to establish 
50 part-time classes. The following table indicates the immediate need for 
relief in this area to adequately accommodate the pupil population. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


capacities enrollments 


excess in shortace in 


Combined a | Combined Overall Classroom 
| 

— |} enrollment | overall area 
| 


September 1957 -_ _ - ‘ 3, 6, 254 2,414 . 46 
October 1961 ; . 3, 6, 100 | 2, 260 75. 3 


Additional relief is being sought in the 1959 budget by the proposed new ele- 
mentary school in the vicinity of 10th and F Streets NE., of 30 rooms, by the 
proposed acquisition of a site in the area for a new 29-rocm elementary school, 
and by the addition to the Maury School of 8 rooms, making a total of 75 new 
classrooms proposed for this area. 


The $14,100 requested for the purchase of furniture and equipment is needed 
for the following items: 


Regular classrooms (6 at $1,200) __- 
Atypical classrooms (2 at $2,500) 
Health suite__ 

General building _- 


7 .osat.<-- 


SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS AND SUITS 


For the payment of claims in excess of $250, approved by the Commissioners in 
accordance with the provisions of the act of February 11, 1929, as amended (45 
Stat. 1160; 46 Stat. 500; 65 Stat. 131), $14,778. 

The District of Columbia Appropriation Act, 1957, under the head of “Office 
of the Corporation Counsel,” including the amount of $10,000 for the settlement, 
of claims not in excess of $250 each, approved by the Commissioners in accordance 
with the act of February 11, 1929, as amended. 

The accompanying estimate of appropriation of $14,778 is submitted in order 
to pav claims under the same act of Congress which are in excess of $250 each, 
as follows: 
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| 
; Amount of Amount 
Nature of claim claim or | of settle- 
| suit ment 


Claimant 


bnlndionteasianaasiinae é 


1 $225. 00 
2 375. 00 


James E. Cross and Daniel | Personal injuries (broken nose, 3 fractured ribs, $6, 000, 00 
E. Baker. 


| laceration of lip, and loss of 4 teeth sustained 

| by Mr. Cross, and serious laceration of throat 

| sustained by Mr. Baker) and property damage | 

| asthe result of a collision with private vehicle 

| owned by member of Metropolitan Police De- 
partment, on Jan. 3, 1953, on Pennsylvania Ave., 
near 3ist St. SE. 

Personal injuries (sever comminuted, displaced (3) 2, 100. 00 
fracture of both bones of left forearm just above 
wrist —permanent disability) sustained as result 
of fall on sidewalk in 1700 block of Irving St. 

Personal injuries (sprained ankle) sustained by (8) 582. 90 
Mrs. Barnett and personal injuries (lumbo- 

| sacral strain) sustained by Mr. Barnett when 

| he helped his wife up from fal! on defective side- 
walk in the 3800 block of Rodman St. NW., on 

| Dee. 18, 1955. 

Personal injuries (V-shaped laceration on left 10, 000. 00 315. 00 
| kneecap) sustained as result of fall on defective 

sidewalk at Ogden and Center Sts. NW., on 

July 4, 1954. 

M. Frank Meenehan John F. | Property damage (basement flooded by broken 629. 67 629. 67 
Meenehan Mr. and Vin-| water main) at hardware store at 3241 M St. 
cent J. Meenehan t/a J. F. NW. May 19, 1955. 
Meenehan’s Sons Co. 

Lillian Barnes v. D.C 


Frieda Busby-.----- 


Joseph Barnett and Jeanne 
M. Barnett. 





Madeline E. Daley... 


Personal injuries as the result of fall on sidewalk 


20,000.00 | 3,000.00 
in 3200 block of Georgia Ave. NW on July 1, 1954. 





Bessie Laibman v. D. C Personal injuries as result of fall on sidewalk in 10, 000. 60 600. 00 
front of premises 6440 5th St. NW. on Oct. 10, 
1955. 


Eva Katcher v. D. C_. Personal injuries as the result of fall on sidewalk at | 50,000.00 | 1, 500. 00 
| 1619 Isherwood St. NE. 
Personal injuries as result of fall on sidewalk at 20, 000. 00 2, 500. 00 
| northeast corner of alley between premises 1382 
and 1388 Tewkesbury Pl. NW. on May 19, 1955. 
| Personal injury claims of David J. Defourneaux (3) 
and Mary Jane Woods arising out of the death 
of Jane Marie Defourneaux when tree fell at 873 
Bellevue Circle SE. and struck her July 22, 1955. 
Property damage to automobile owned by A. 338. 99 300. 00 
Melville Cox while parked in front of 1111 2d 
St. SE. when struck by Division of Sanitation 
truck on July 17, 1956. 
Personal injuries as result of fall on sidewalk on 20, 000. 00 1, 900. 00 
south side of L St. NW. between 16th and 17th 
Sts. NW. on Nov. 8, 1954. 


Total peck edna aa ia sicibinlenapuedsiatsiadll 


Bonuso v. D. C- 


David J. Defourneaux and 


750. 00 
Mary Jane Woods. 





A. Melville Cox (Northwest- 
ern National Casualty Co.). 


Reta Taylor v. D. C-. 





1 For Cross. 
2 For Baker, 
3 Unstated. 


JUDGMENTS 


For the payment of final judgments rendered against the District of Columbia, 
as set forth in House Documents Nos. 198 and 213 and Senate Document No. —— 
(85th Cong.), $44,127, together with such further sums as may be necessary to 
pay the interest at not exceeding 4 percent per annum on such judgments, as 
provided by law, from the date the same became due until the date of payment. 


| Amount of | Costs 





} Total 
judgment 
Myra McKnight $750.00 | $11. 50 | $761. 50 
Vernstone Stone jeden 1, 000. 00 | 54.75 | 1, 054, 75 
Edith F. Jones and LJlnwéewed . 200. 00 | eee 

Raert- Co FORORs isi sissesesh peaches: = 200. 00 | 51.80 | 451. 80 
Lottie Il. Young and ciickitiann 4 5, 000.00 | L Re sh. 

Leroy Young Kel 4, 000. 00 | 132. 20 | 9, 132. 20 
Ida H. and Richard R. Doye 250.00 | 3. 50 | 253. 50 
Washington Post & Times-Herald, Inc. ---- ‘ ; 5 99.15 | 99.15 
Harriet Knazak__- 200. 00 5. 00 | 205. 00 
George Washington University - £ 63.65 | 63. 65 
Robert R. Ellis 1, 659. 00 30.70 | 1, 680. 70 
Barney Goldstein and Edith Goldstein. -- 545. 42 | 15. 00 560. 42 
Jessie Irene Watson ; 750. 00 | 24. 80 774. 80 
Hamilton National Bank of Washington. 29, 089. 45 | _- | 29, O89. 45 


Total 43, 634. 87 | 492. 05 | 44, 126. 92 
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AUDITED CLAIMS 


For an additional amount for the payment of claims, certified to be due by the 
accounting officers of the District of Columbia, under appropriations the balances 
of which have been exhausted or credited to the general or special funds of the 
District of Columbia as provided by law (D. C. Code, title 47, sec. 130a), being 
for the service of the fiscal year 1956 and prior fiscal years as set forth in House 
Documents Nos. 198 and 213 (85th Cong.), $112,288, together with such further 
sums as may be necessary to pay the interest on audited claims for refunds at 
not exceeding 4 percent per annum as provided by law (act of July 10, 1952, 
66 Stat. 546, sec. 14d). 


Deportation of nonresident insane, District of Columbia, 1944___- $46. 45 
Operating expenses, Metropolitan Police, District of Columbia, 
personal services____- 321. 77 
Operating expenses, Met ropolitan Police, District of Columbia, 
personal services____ 215. 
Operating expenses, Fire Department, District of Columbia, 
personal services ___ 
Operating expenses, Metropolitan. Police, District of Columbia, 
personal services___ 
Salaries and expenses, Collector’s Office, District of Columbia, 
refunds : 
Operating expenses, “Metropolitan Police, District of Columbia, 
personal services_ 
Salaries and expenses, -Collector’s Office, District of Columbia, 
refunds___-- 
Operating expenses, “Metropolitan Police, District of Columbia, 
personal services___ 
Capital outlay, Street t and Bridge Division, Highway Fund, District 
of C olumbia, 1950-51 
Salaries and expenses, Collector’s Office, District of Columbia, 1951, 
refunds 
Operating expenses, Department of Public Welfare, District of 
Columbia, 1951, adjustment of exceptions by social security, 


Gouteting expenses, Division of Sanitation, Public Works, District 

of Columbia, 1951, personal services. __...........-.-.----.---- 
Salaries and expenses, fiscal services, District of Columbia, 1952, 

Collector’s Office, refunds 
Operating expenses, Metropolitan Police, District of Columbia, 1952, 

personal services. 
Operating expenses, ~ Department of Public Welfare, District of 

Columbia, 1952, adjustment of exceptions 
Salaries and expenses, fiscal services, District of Columbia, 1953, 

Collector’s Office, refunds___- 
Operating expenses, Me stropolita an Police, District of C ‘olumbia, I! 953, 

personal services -____- 
Operating expenses, Fire’ Departme nt, District of Columbia, 1953, 

personal services_- 
Operating expenses, De partment of Public Welfare, District of 

Columbia, 1953, adjrstment of exceptions - 
Operating expens s, Washington aqueduct, wi ater fund, District of 

Columbia, 1953, personal services___- 154. 5 
Operating expensos, Metropolitan Police, District of Columbi: a1, 1954, 

personal services 302. 
Operating expens?s, Fire. Department, District of Columbia, 1954, 

personal services______- " a Sin aaa 449. 47 
Operating expenses, courts, District of Columbia, 1955, reimburse- 

ment to the United States for services rendered by the judiciary 

and the Department of Justice - oe nee _ 85, 000. 00 
Operating expenses, Department of Public Welfare, District of 

Columbia, 1954, adjustment of exceptions _ — - _- : 460. 57 


Total _ . - _- 112, 287. 73 
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Avcust 7, 1957. 
Hon. Cart Haypen, 

Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Senator Haypven: This is in reference to the action of the House Ap- 
propriations Committee on items for the District of Columbia included in the 
a; appropriations bill, 1958. 

here was included in House Documents 198 and 213 total requests amounting 
to $4,118,105. The House Committee approved $3,705,105 or a reduction of 
$413,000. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia do not desire to 
request the restoration of any of these deletions. However, there is a proposed 
document which we understand will be submitted to the Senate containing one 
item for the District of Columbia. 

In addition there will be included in the justifications an unbudgeted item for 
the Department of Public Health. This is a language item and it will require 
no additional funds. 

We would appreciate the privilege of appearing before your committee to 
justify these additional items as well as to testify on any items that have been 
approved by the House Appropriations Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
20BERT E, McLavuGuuin, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. All right, Commissioner McLaughlin, you may 
proceed in your own way. 

Mr. McLaveuury. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement. 
Could I read it for the record? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. 

Mr. McLavuauuin. There were included in Horse Documents 198 
and 213 estimates for the District of Columbia amounting to 


$4,118,105. The House approved $3,705,105 of this amount or a 
reduction of $413,000. The Commissioners are not requesting the 
restoration of these deletions but Senate Document No. 57 contains 
an item of $29,089 which will increase the request pending before 
this committee to $3,734,194. 

There is included in the justifications an unbudgeted item under 
the Department of Public Health to permit the District to participate 
in Federal grants for the medical care of public assistance recipients. 
This is a language item and it requires no additional funds. We 
appreciate the opportunity of testifying on this provision. 

The fund requirements for this request are as follows: General 
fund, $3,589,394; highway fund, $78,300; water fund, $34,100; 
sewer fund, $29,900; and motor-vehicle parking fund, $2,500. There 
are sufficient funds available to absorb these requests. 

Mr. Herman. May I submit for the record, a statement indicating 
the estimated financial status of the general fund. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


NEW LANGUAGE-—DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 


Chairman Haypen. Now, the new language reads: 


Department of Public Health, amounts equal to the cost of medical services 
rendered recipients of publie assistance, without charge, may from time to time 
be transferred to the Department of Public Welfare for deposit into a fund, hereby 
established, for the purpose of matching Federal grants under the Social Security 
Act for payment for medical services as provided under that Act, payment of 
related administrative expense, and return of any surplus to the general fund of 
the District of Columbia. 


93207—57 —55 
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District oF COLUMBIA 


Estimated financial status of general fund (based on unofficial estimates of revenues 
for 1958) 


ae ais 
1957 actual | 1958 estimate 


Revenue availability: 
Surplus at beginning of year 4 A $1, 483. 002 $9,.617, 269 
Unexpended balance released to surplus ‘. 3, 312, 254 1, 050, 000 
Revenue collections 137, 379, 902 139, 225, 000 
Federal payment : | 20,000, 000 20, 000, 000 


Total revenue availability, general fund -_-__- | 162, 175 5, 158 | | 169, oma, 269 


Appropriation or estimate: 
Operating expenses: | 
Appropriations enacted - -| 135, 618, 660 143, 148, 346 
Supplemental bill, 1958: | 
Approved by the House___._....-..-..----- abewnewoete aeeapan gl taedaande aise 1, 139, 305 
Additional amount requested (S. Doe. iA -|-: } 29, 090 





Total operating expenses-- - - _- 

Capital outlay: | | +3 
Appropriations enacted : - od 18, 968, 529 | 15, 493, 000 
Supplemental bill, 1958 (as approved by the House)--_.--.-.._.._---|_.-------- | 2, 421, 000 

Total capital outlay. __......-..- cs ween nee| 18, 968, 529 17, 914, 000 

Reserve for supplementals_............................--.-- | -| 1, 000, 000 

Total appropriation or estimate ‘ Ah .| 154, 587,189 | 163. 230, 741 
Adjusted deferred appropriations_-____...............---.-------- --------| —2,029, 300 | +078, 200 


Total estimated funds required, genera] fund ; 182, 557, 889 in 163, 908, 941 


Estimated surplus at end of year--_-- clei 9, 617, 269 | 5, 988, 328 


STATES ENJOYING FEDERAL BENEFITS 


Mr. McLaveutuin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. That will amount to about how much money a 
year? 

Mr. McLaveutin. It will enable us to get Federal grants amount- 
ing to about $400,000 a year, which about half the States are already 
enjoying. And if it is not in the record, may I have permission to 
insert in the record a letter indicating the States that are now enjoying 
these Federal benefits? 

Chairman Haypren. That may be done. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 

DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WELFARE, 
District or CoLUMBIA, ADMINISTRATION, 
August 1, 1957, 
Memorandum to: Mr. Schuyler Lowe, Director of General Administration, 
room 526—A, District Building. 

As requested by your office, the latest information from the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare indicates that the following States and Territories 
had, prior to July 1 of this year, public-assistance programs which include Federal 
matching for vendor payments for medical care: 

Jalifornia Maine North Carolina 
Connecticut Massachusetts North Dakota 
Florida Michigan Ohio 

Hawaii Minnesota Pennsylvania 
Illinois Nevada Rhode Island 
Indiana New Hampshire Virgin Islands 
Kansas New Mexico Washington 
Louisiana New York West Virginia 

The Bureau of Public Assistance indicates that they have information at the 
present time that 40 of the 57 State agencies have indicated that there are plans 
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underway to enable the State to participate in Federal matching funds under the 
1956 amendments of the act, 


DonaLp D, Brewer, 
Deputy Director of Public Welfare. 





MATCHING FUNDS AVAILABLE 





Senator Pastore. Was this item heard by the House? 
Mr. McLauGuHuin. I believe it was heard off the record. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, as a formality, this is the first 
time it comes up. 

Mr. McLaveauin. That is right. 

Senator Pasrorr, Are there matching funds already available in 
the 1958 appropriation of the Health, Education, and Welfare bill? 

Mr. McLaueGuurn. May I have permission to have Mr. Shea dis- 
cuss the technical aspects of this? 

Mr. Sea (Gerard M. Shea, Director, Department of Public Wel- 
fare). Yes, sir; there are funds available in the Health, Education, 
and Welfare budget. 

Senator Pasrorn. How much money is presently being spent by 
the District of Columbia Health Department, funds for me edic als serv- 
ices given to recipients of Federal assistance? 

Mr. Sura. Approximately a million dollars a year. 

Senator Pastore. The proposed language provides for payment of 
related administrative expense. How much do you estimate this to 
be, and what does it include? 

Mr. Brewer (Donald D. Brewer, Deputy Director, Department 
of Public Welfare). That would include, Mr. Chairman, as far as 
Public Welfare is concerned, approximately four clerical positions to 
cover the billing and accounting in relation to the payments. These 
positions are GS-3 and GS-4. 

Senator Pastore. The proposed language also includes— 
and return of any surplus to the general fund of the District of Columbia. 


Would you clarify that language a little bit? And what authority 
is there to cover into surplus a portion of the matching funds that 
would be received and not altogether committed? 

Mr. Snea. Actually, sir, that is a matter of accounting. 

Mr. McLavuaeuuin. Mr. Sehuy ler Lower is the Director of General 
Administration, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lower (Schuyler Lowe, Director, Department of General 
Administration). Our acting budget director, if I may pass this 
question on to one other person, would be better qualified on that, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Herman (David P. Herman, Deputy Budget Officer). At the 
present time there is no authority to cover the surplus into the Treas- 
ury. We are requesting such authority in this language. 

Senator Pasrore. And this language does that? 

Mr. Herman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pasrorr. And now I understand that you are going to give 
the names of the States that are qualified to receive these benefits 
also? 

Mr. McLaueuui. I passed that to the clerk, Senator. 

Senator Pasrore. Here is the list. I think the reporter ought to 
have this. 
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Mr. McLavueutin. I had intended at the outset to introduce our 
new Engineer Commissioner, Colonel Welling. Colonel Welling has 
replaced General Lane, who served in such a distinguished manner 
with the Board for 3 years. 

Senator Pastorr. On this same question, I understand Mr. Shea 
was going to clarify this language a little bit, what the purpose is for it. 

Mr. Suga. Actually, 1 believe Mr. Herman worked with the General 
Accounting Office in the language change, and I believe he has that 
here now. 

Senator Cuavez. Why can’t you tell us, from the District, what it 
means? 

AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS 


Mr. Sura. Actually, what it means, sir, in very simple language, is 
the authority to transfer from the Department of Public Health 
budget to the Department of Public Welfare budget enough money to 
pay for the public assistance recipients who would need medical care 
in District of Columbia General Hospital or in private hospitals or in 
outpatient clinics, or who would need some particular type of pros- 
thesis. 

Senator Pastore. So that you can take advantage of matching 
funds? 

Mr. Sua. Yes. 

Senator Pastors. And it is money that you have already got in the 
appropriation bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. Suea. Yes, sir. This is money that is presently in the Depart- 
ment of Public Health budget. 

Senator CHavez. And would this language, if the Congress adopts 
the committee recommendation, give you that authority? 

Mr. Suea. Yes, sir. That is correct. And it would be identical 
authority that other States have, or are presently in the process of 
getting. 

Senator CHavez. I want to assure you my States has it. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, if that money remains in that 
part of the budget where it now exists, you cannot get your matching 
funds, whereas if it is transferred to another department, then under 
Federal law you can avail yourself of matching funds. Now, is it not 
as simple as all that? 


ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


Mr. Suea. Yes, sir. In 1935 when the Social Security Act was 
passed, they established a single State agency for the administration 
of public assistance. This language will get into the public assistance 
program the amount of money which would be necessary to purchase 
medical care for public assistance recipients. 

Senator Pastore. I am satisfied with those answers, Mr. Chairman. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AND SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


Chairman Haypen. The next item is Capital Outlay for Publie 
Building and School Construction. 

Mr. Herman. May I submit for the record a consolidated statement 
of public school construction being requested. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 








SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Distribution of estimates by activities 


- 

| Plans and | Construc- | 
Site | specifica- | tion 
tions | 






1958 


Furniture 


and equip- 


Total 


ment 

























Bryan Elementary School addition: | 





| 
$410, 000 | 






















Estimate bs | $23,400 | $333,900 | $13, 200 | $780, 500 
House allowance. 300,000 | 23,400 | 315,000 |...-....| 638, 400 
Reduction 110, 000 |_____- 18, 900 | 13, 200 | 142, 100 
River Terrace Elementary School addi- | | 
tion: | | } 
Estimate - wa |-qennenge+oel 46,400 | 662, 500 27, 450 736, 350 
House allowance__-- | 46, 400 | 625, 000 671, 400 
Reduction 37, 500 | 27, 450 | 64, 950 
————==[|&=s—————[—_[_—_[__=_——— SS | SS. _ 
Noyes Elementary School addition: | | 
Estimate | 56, 700 810, 900 26,250} $98, 850 
House allowance ____- P | 56, 700 764, 500 } $21, 200 
Reduction 46, 490 26, 250 | 72, 650 
Kingsman Elementary School addition: 4 oy or 73d! ~~ F : 
Estimate 20, 000 286, 200 14, 100 320, 300 
House allowance 20, 000 270, 000 | 290, 000 
Reduction 16, 200 14, 100 39, 300 
Grand total: | ‘ul 
Estimate 410,000 | 146,500 | 2,093, 500 81, 000 2, 731, 000 
House allowance... 390, 000 | 146, 500 | 1, 974, 500 |__-- 2, 421, 000 
Reduction | 110, 000 | 119, 000 81,000 | 310,000 
| j | ' 






CapitaAL Outiay, Pusitic Bur~piInc CONSTRUCTION 





PUBLIC 


STATEMENTS OF WALTER TOBRINER, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION; CHARLES N. ZELLERS, DEPUTY SUPERINTEND- 
ENT OF SCHOOLS; JOHN M. RIECKS, ASSISTANT SUPERINTEND- 
ENT; J. A. BLASER, DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS; AND BERT K. ADAMS, SCHOOL 
FINANCE OFFICER 


SCHOOLS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 





Senator Haypen. We have here Mr. Walter Tobriner, President of 
the Board of Education, and several members of the public schools 
staff. 

Mr. Zetters. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles N. Zellers, Deputy 
Superintendent of Schools in charge of Business Administration and 
currently serving as Acting Superintendent during the absence from 
the city of the Superintendent of Schools. 

I have with me today Mr. Walter Tobriner, President of the Board 
of Education, Mr. John M. Riecks, Assistant Superintendent in 
charge of Buildings and Grounds, and Mr. Bert K. Adams, school 
finance officer. 





APPROPRIATION REQUEST 





The item which we have before you today is a request for $2,421,000 
for the construction of additions to 4 elementary schools. 
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The justifications for these 4 projects are all practically the same; 
namely, that the 4 schools are located in 4 of the most congested ar eas 
of the ¢ ity , areas where severe overcrowding and part-time instruction 
exist. 

These 4 additions will not be the complete solution to the problem, 
but if we do obtain the funds for these projects we will receive con- 
siderable relief from the pressure in those 4 areas. 

Senator Pastore. Has the Board of Education considered top 
priority for these 4 extensions? 

Mr. Ze.uers. Yes, sir; these 4 additions are all in top priority and 
have been considered among the most urgent projects which the 
Board of Education needs. 

Now, there are other projects which are probably of equal impor- 
tance, but they could not be obtained in such a short period of time. 
In other words, some of the other projects would not be as advan- 
tageously included in a supplemental. 

Senator Pastors. Now, the record shows that they were planned 
for fiscal 1959. 

Mr. Zev.uers. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Why is it being brought here now? I mean, 
I would like to have you explain that on the record. 

Why is it coming into this supplemental bill? What is the urgency? 

Mr. Ze.uers. Because all of the items which are in the 1959 
budget or would be in the 1959 budget for elementary schools are 
emergencies, but not every one of them would be adaptable to the 
speedup program which would be connected with the supplemental. 
Every one of these elementary projects is located in areas where there 
is overcrowding and part-time instruction, and we consider that an 
emergency. 

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 


Senator Pastore. Have the plans and specifications already been 
formulated for these four extensions? 

Mr. Zevuers. No, sir; they have not. They will be started 
immediately if and when the money becomes available. 

Senator Pastore. When this money becomes available? 

Mr. ZevuerRs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. When do you expect the construction to be 
underway? 

Mr. Zeviers. Well, we would hope that the plans would be com- 
pleted probably the middle of January and that within 3 months 
after that time the construction would be underway. 


BRYAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 


Senator Pasrore. Now, the staff has submitted a question to me 
here that I am very muc +h interested in. 

[ note for the Bryan Elementary School addition funds are requested 
for a site as well as for plans and spec ifications in construction cost. 
How long will it take to get the site? Can funds for construction for 
this project be deferred until the regular 1959 bill without impairment 
of progress? 

Mr. Zetuers Actually, Senator Pastore, we feel that, as nearly 
as we can estimate at this time, if all of these funds are made available, 
it will save us approximately 5 months’ time on that Bryan project. 
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Senator Pastore. How much time? 

Mr. Zevuiers. Five months’ time, as compared with putting the 
same construction money in the 1959 budget. 

Senator Cuavez. Where is Bryan located? 

Mr. Risecks. Thirteenth and Independence Avenue. 


LUNCHROOMS IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 


Senator Pasrorr. Now, there is another further question here I 
think should be explained on the record, on this matter of lunchrooms. 
It is noticed that lunchrooms are not included for the Bryan and 
Kingsman additions. Why is this so? 

Mr. Zevuers. Some of our schools already have them. 

Senator Pastore. Is that the case here? 

Mr. Riecks. No, that is due to the site situation. In other words, 
there is not sufficient room on either of these two sites to include the 
lunch-playrooms. 

Senator Pastore. Well, will that not get you into trouble? I 
mean, how do you justify that? You have 4 projects here, and you 
are going to have lunchrooms in 2, and you are not going to have 
them in the other 2, because you do not have the site for them. I 
thought a lunchroom was because of the need. 

Mr. Zeviers. Well, it is, but actually when it comes right down 
to it, classroom needs have to take priority over lunchroom needs in 
the needs areas, and we are so crowded for space that it is going to 
take all of the available space that we can possibly acquire to take 
care of the classroom needs. 

Senator Pastore. And is the Board of Education satisfied with 
that solution? 

Mr. Topriner. Yes, sir; we are. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, were any of these items considered 
in the regular appropriations bill? 

Mr. Zevuers. In 1958; no, sir. 

Senator Taye. Did you not have your plans ready? Or why does 
it come in in a supplemental? 

Mr. Zevuers. Sir, we had such a long list before Congress in the 
1958 budget that these items could not be included. In other words, 
our backlog of space needs on the elementary-school level probably 
covers 40 or 50 projects, and we had as many in 1958 as the funds of 
the District would permit. And then these are the next ones on the 
priorioty list after the ones considered in 1958. 

Senator Tuyr. You have sufficient funds in the District now? 

Mr. Zevurrs. Yes, sir. 


HOUSE ALLOWANCE 


Senator Pasrore. Now, the estimate on this is $2,731,000, and the 
House bill allows you $2,421,000. Are you satisfied with that? 

Mr. Zeviers. Yes, sir; we are. 

Senator CHavez. Why did you not ask for the other? 

Mr. Zetiers. There have been 2 or 3 adjustments. When this 
item was considered in the House, there was a slight change in the 
site for the Bryan school addition, which resulted in some savings. 

Also, because of the proposed completion dates of these four projects 
it is possible to defer the funds for equipment until the 1959 budget. 
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Those funds for equipment previously had been included in the 
supplemental request. 


CLASSROOM SHORTAGE 


Senator Pastore. Now, in this classroom shortage that you indi- 
cate for each school or area based on 30 or 32 pupils to teach? 

Mr. Zeuuers. In this justification, Senator, it is based on 30 to 1. 

Senator Pastore. 30 to 1, the reduction. Well, nothing like being 
optimistic. 

Mr. Zeviers. Well, that is the Board of Education standard at the 
present time. 

Senator Pastors. And I think you ought to achieve it, so that 
there will be no misunderstanding. In time you ought to achieve it. 
I do not want to be misunderstood on that. 1 am all for it. 

Senator Cuavez. Several years ago, Senator Taft and I were looking 
into the matter of schools in the District, and over here across from 
St. Peter’s, around the area of the Old House Office Building, was a 
pretty crowded situation, there. That particular school is included? 

Mr. Riecks. No, sir; that has been built and already opened. 
That was the new Vanness, and it was opened at Fifth and M SW. 
And it relieved the shortage in that particular area, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. This was not quite that far. I think St. Peter’s 
is on Second and D. 

Mr. Riscks. Yes, that is right. And it was directly across the 
street from the old Lincoln School, which was torn down. And the 
Vanness, which is only five blocks, actually, from that, relieves the 
Giddings, and the Giddings serves the area that the old Lincoln School 
used to serve. 

Senator Cuavez. That takes care of that. 

Mr. Riecks. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank you. 

While we are waiting for the next and last witness, I want to make 
a statement. 

I would like to take just a minute of the committee’s time to explain 
the amendment that I intend to offer to this bill. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


COLORADO RIVER INDIANS 


Public Law 390, 84th Congress, authorized the Secretary of the 
Interior to lease lands on the Colorado River Indian Reservation for 
agricultural purposes. This act also authorized the Secretary to 
expend the income from these leases for the benefit of the Indians. 
A copy of this act will be included in the record. 

(The act referred to follows:) 
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[Pustic Law 390—84TrH ConcrgEss] 
[CHapreR 880—Isr Session] 
[S. 2039] 


AN ACT To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to lease any unassigned lands on the Colorado River 
Indian Reservation, Arizona, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for a period of two years after the date of this 
Act the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to lease any unassigned lands on the 
Colorado River Indian Reservation, Arizona, that were set apart by the United 
States for the Indians of the Colorado River and its tributaries, for public, religious, 
educational, recreational, residential, or business purposes, including the develop- 
ment or utilization of natural resources in connection with operations under such 
leases, for grazing purposes, and for those farming purposes which require the 
making of a substantial investment in the improvement of the land for the produe- 
tion of specialized crops as determined by said Secretary. All leases so granted 
shall be for a term of not to exceed twenty-five years, excepting leases for grazing 
purposes, which shall be for a term of not to exceed“ten years. Leases for public, 
religious, educational, recreational, residential, or business purposes with the 
consent of both parties may include provisions authorizing their renewal for an 
additional term of not to exceed twenty-five years, and all leases and renewals 
shall be made under such terms and regulations as may be prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. Income from leases on land in the southern reserve, as 
defined in ordinance numbered 5 of the Colorado River Indian Tribes, dated 
February 3, 1945, shall be segregated from income from leases on land in the 
northern reserve, as defined by such ordinance, and from leases on land on the 
California side of the Colorado River. All income received within two years after 
the date of this Act and prior to determination of the beneficial ownership of the 
lands, from leases on land in the northern reserve and land on the Califormia side 
of the Colorado River may be expended by the Secretary for the benefit of the 
Colorado River Indian Tribes and their members. All mncome received within 
two years after the date of this Act and prior to determination of the beneficial 
ownership of the lands, from leases on land in the southern reserve may be expended 
by the Secretary for the development or improvement of any land in the southern 
reserve. All income received more than two years after the date of this act shall 
be held in a special account until the beneficial ownership of the land on the 
reservation has been determined. All income received after beneficial ownership 
has been determined shall be held in trust for the beneficial owners of the land 
from which the income was derived and shall be expended as otherwise authorized 
by law. 

Sec. 2. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as recognizing any 
ownership in the Colorado River Indian Tribes or any other Indians or group of 
Indians, nor shall this Act be taken as creating any inference of liability or as im- 
pairing or affecting any of the defenses of the United States in any litigation now 
pending before the Court of Claims or the Indian Claims Commission. 

Approved August 14, 1955. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Public Law 390 expires at midnight August 
14, tonight. There is legislation pending to extend the act for 2 
years. This bill, S. 2161, has passed the Senate and is pending before 
the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. It is not 
likely that the bill will pass the House during this session. 

The income from these leases is the principal source of revenue of 
the tribes, and is needed to finance the various tribal activities. I 
have been advised by the Bureau of Indian Affairs that there are 79 
leases involved and the income from these leases is estimated to be 
$196,400 in this fiscal year. 

Inasmuch as there is a question as to which tribes have beneficial 
ownership of the lands involved, and | might add that this question 
is before the Indian Claims Commission for settlement, the income 





















872 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958 


from these leases cannot be spent under the existing statutes dealing 
with the expenditure of tribal funds. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


In order to make the income from these leases available for the 
benefit of the Indians during the current fiscal year, I will offer the 
following amendment to this bill: 

Page 15, line 11, after ‘“‘basis’’, insert: 


Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to expend income 
received from leases on lands on the Colorado River Indian Reservation (Southern 
and Northern reserves) for the benefit of the Colorado River Indian Tribes and 
their members during the current fiscal year, or until beneficial ownership of the 
lands has been determined if such determination is made during the current 
fiscal year. 


I want to make it clear that this amendment does only one thing 
and that is to make the income from these leases available for the 
benefit of the Indians. 

Senator Cuavez. Senator, I think I know what you are talking 
about, but is this applicable to all tribes of Indians? 
Chairman Haypen. Just one Indian reservation only. 


SENATE Orrice BUILDING 


We have a letter here that relates to appropriations for the Senate 
Office Building. 

I have your letter, Senator Chavez, addressed to Mr. Stewart, 
estimating these costs, which I will place in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STaTEs SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
August 13, 1957. 
Hon. J. Grorce STEWART, 
Architect of the Capitol, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Stewart: You are hereby directed to submit to the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations the following estimates of appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1958: 


(1) For furniture and furnishings for the additional Senate Office 

Building, pursuant to the act of July 10, 1957, (Public Law 

85-93) __- er pis, ee te er ........-. $1, 350, 000 
(2) For preliminary plans and estimates, working drawings and 

specifications, and miscellaneous costs, necessary to enlarge 

and remodel Senators’ suites and to make structural, mechani- 

eal, and other changes and improvements in the existing Senate 

Office Building, to provide improved accommodations for the 

United States Senate, pursuant to the Act of July 10, 1957, 

(re SAE OO). .. nt pod no odienin asa bewusnek ebekeins 500, 000 


This action is being taken by me due to the urgency of having these estimates 
submitted to the Senate Committee on Appropriations today. 
Sincerely yours, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Office Building Commission. 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Stewart, we will be pleased to hear from 
you. 
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ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS FOR ADDITIONAL SENATE OFFICE 
BUILDING 


STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY WALTER L. RUBEL, COORDINATING ENGI- 
NEER FOR THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, AND PHILIP ROOF, 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Stewart. Mr. Chairman, the first item is furniture and fur- 
nishings for the additional Senate Office Building. This is a supple- 
mental estimate. 

This estimate was submitted at the direction of the Chairman of 
the Senate Office Building Commission, under the act of July 10, 1957, 
Public Law 85-93, 85th Congress, which authorizes and directs the 
Architect of the Capitol, under the direction of the Senate Office 
Building Commission, to provide furniture and furnishings for the 
additional Senate Office Building, as occupancy of the new building is 
expected to begin early in 1958. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Why do you call this a supplemental esti- 
mate? This is the first estimate for furniture, is it not? 

Mr. Srewarr. That is right, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, it looks as though we were spending 
more money, that we had overrun our balance and everything else. 
I just raise that, Mr. Chairman, because everybody is so critical. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. It has to be in the supplemental 
bill, but there has been no appropriation. 

Mr. Stewart. Maybe the word has been used in the wrong place, 
but we meant that the item was being submitted for inclusion in the 
supplemental bill. 

Senator 'Tuyn. This is for the first appropriation. It comes under 
the supplemental hearing. And therefore it has the wrong name. 
It is actually the first item of furniture appropriations. 

Chairman Haypen. Then maybe we had better correct the text. 

Senator SavronsTaLy. And also with this fixing over of the old 
building, can you recall, Mr. Stewart, that the House objected to that? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. 

Senator SaLronsTALu. And this is not overrunning our appropria- 
tions. This is again a new item. 

Chairman Haypren. The estimate itself does not say for an addi- 
tional amount; it says for furniture and furnishings, additional Senate 
Office Building. 

Senator CHavez. And that is the original appropriation. 

Mr. Stewart. We can eliminate the word “supplemental” from the 
justifications as this is the first amount submitted for furnishing the 
new building. 

TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the full amount? 
Mr. Srewarr. $1,350,000. 
Senator ELLENDER. Will that cover the entire cost of the furniture? 
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Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir, everything, provided we buy all new furni- 
ture. This question has not been determined yet by the C ‘OMMission. 

Senator ELLenvER. Where could you get the other furniture, other 
than new? Do you have it on hand? 

Mr. Stewart. Unless there would be a feeling amongst the mem- 
bership of the Senate to use all the old furniture for everyone that 
moved to the new building, having it refinished or reconstructed where 
possible. 

Senator Cuavez. And may I say to the Senator from Louisiana 
that we have had the Architect of the Capitol consult every individual 
Senator. 

USE OF OLD FURNITURE 


Senator Extenper. I got one of these questionnaires, and I said, 
“Use all the old furniture that you can possibly get.’’ Certainly in 
my case I am very well satisfied with what I have and I could use it 
as well in the new building as the old, although I ‘do not want to go 
into the new one but would rather stay in the old one. 

Mr. Srewarrt. Senator, I have in my office a regular Senator’s 
desk that was refinished in a walnut to match the walnut trim in the 
new building. Now, anyone can look at this refinished desk any time 
in my office. I had it put there purposely for that. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much could be saved if you used the old 
furniture? 

Mr. Srewart. Well, it would probably amount to—I will just take 
the desk item alone. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, before we move into the individual 
items, I would like to ask Mr. Stewart, what happens to the furniture 
in the offices now, those beautiful desks, in the event that you find 
that everyone wants a new desk and a new set of furniture for his 
office suite in the new building? Because there are not going to be 
any more Senators. You have not got a supplement on Senators, 
here. 

Mr. Srewarr. No, sir. 

Senator Turk. We are going to be the same number. 

Mr. Stewart. Although we have allowed for two extra suites in 
case there would be another Territory admitted. 

Senator Tuyr. That is true. But that is projecting yourself into 
the legislative work of possibly next year or the next session. 

But in the event that any of us sitting at this table decide to go to 
the new building—I still, of course, do not have the priority to take 
me over there if “somebody else desires to go there, but if that was the 
case, what would happen to the desks, the chairs, and everything that 
is in my suite today? 


DISPOSAL OF OLD FURNITURE 


Mr. Stewart. Now, the disposal of any of that property comes 
under the Senate Committee on Rules and Administration. I can 
only cite you one other precedent that has taken place on the Hill. 

At the time that the new House Office Building was completely 
furnished, there were some extra desks. It took about 15 years. 
That is before they had finally got to the point where they had e ‘nough 
for everybody in the old building. 
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COST OF REFINISHING DESKS 


Senator Toye. How much does it cost to refinish one of those desks? 
They are beautiful desks. They may not be as modernistic as some 
of these younger men would desire. 

Mr. Stewart. We only have the cost on one of them, but I would 
guess about $250 would cover that. 

Senator Toys. Cover the refurnishing? 

Mr. Stewart. The refurnishing. 

Senator Tuyp. And how much would a new desk cost? 

Mr. Stewart. Between six and seven hundred dollars. 

Senator Cuavnz. I thought you had some prices down to $500. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. But we have figured six to seven 
hundred dollars for a Senator’s desk designed along the lines we have 
discussed with your Commission. 

Senator CHavez. We asked every one of the Senators if they were 
satisfied with their furniture as they had it then. Because we do not 
want to buy furniture that is not necessary. 

Mr. Srewarr. I might right now recite the result of the poll that 
was taken on the new furniture. 

Senator Ture. I will frankly state what I did. I took a poll of 
my office staff in order to get a general idea what their opinions were, 
and they were predominantly in favor of new furniture if they would 
be of the group that would go into the new office. And the reason 
for that was that there should be uniformity. You would not want 
to step into one office and see something modernistic and then step 
into the next office and see that of another generation, so to speak. 
And therefore I would approve unanimity in furnishing the new office. 

But I was interested in knowing what would happen to the old 
desks. Because they are beautiful desks. 

Mr. Stewart. I am sure these old desks could be used to good 
advantage in the old building when each office is assigned more space. 


RESULT OF POLL OF SENATORS 


Senator Tuye. What were the results of the questionnaire? 

Mr. Stewart. Of the 75 Senators from whom I received a reply, 
54 expressed the view that the building should be furnished with new 
furniture, 7 thought that some of the old furniture should be used in 
the new building, and 12 expressed no opinion. One recommended 
that each Senator be allowed to transfer all or part of the old furni- 
ture. And one expressed no disagreement to the purchase of new 
furniture if required, but recommended that such furniture as desks, 
chairs, and file cabinets be transferred to the new building. In other 
words, he wanted part of it transferred. Now this is revealing, too: 

Accommodations being provided in the new buildings include committee and 
staff rooms for 12 of the 15 standing committees of the Senate and 315 office 
rooms, all of which must be furnished. The 315 office rooms including 40 five- 
room suites for the use of Senators and their senatorial staffs. In answer to the 
recent questionnaire sent to each Senator, 46 expressed a desire to have a 5-room 
suite in the new building, 13 desired to remain in the old building, and 16 were 
undecided. 

Senator ELLenpeEr. I am one of those 16. 

Mr. Srewarr. Now, percentagewise on the new furniture, 72 per- 
cent of the 75 Senators were in favor of it, and on the moving into the 
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old building there were 61 percent of the Senators replying to the 
questionnaire, or 46, that wanted to move over there. 

Senator ELLeENpDEeR. Mr. Chairman, it strikes me that all of the 
available furniture we have in the old building should be used. I do 
not see why you should turn modernistic overnight. It is all fine 
furniture. As far as I can see, it is as good as you are going to get 
today. 

EXPANSION OF OFFICE SPACE 


Mr. Stewart. Senator Ellender, let me point this out to you. 

We have added to our scope of office space 315 office rooms in the 
new building. Now, your offices, maybe 3 or 4, to be expanded to 
5, or 6 in some cases if it is found to be necessary, will of necessity 
have to use some of the available furniture. 

So I think you might resolve your problem of disposition primarily 
to the Senators’ desks alone. : 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Is this not a decision for Mr. Chavez’ com- 
mittee to make? 

Senator CHavez. We asked each Senator to send me a letter whether 
or not he desired to keep his old furniture. 

Senator SavronsTaLt. Why do we not, so far as this committee is 
concerned, make a report of not to exceed, we will say, a certain 
amount of money? Then it is up to the committee to make its final 
say. And you cannot spend all this money between now and next 
January, can you? 

Mr. Stewart. No, but we will need the full amount now so we can 
put all the furniture under contract. 

Senator Stennis. May I say a word on that point now? I think 
it is better to let the Architect put this before us before we get to the 
details. But we do have a responsibility here. 

When the appropriation bill went up on the floor last time, I was 
chairman of the Legislative Subcommittee and was questioned by 
Senator Douglas and others, and we promised there that we would 
pin this thing down. And this committee and no other committee of 
the Congress have initimated a thing so far about what they want, 
but the newspapers are just full of stories about $800 vibrating chairs 
and $20 wastebaskets and everything else that came from other 
sources, 

Let me finish, because J was the one who was asked these questions 
up there on the floor. There is no basis for that at all, but that is the 
story that went out. I had a letter the other day. The party said 
they were using pencils and scrap paper to write on because they 
knew the taxes were going up to help pay this bill. 

I do think we ought to give this serious attention here. It is our 
responsibility. And the Chavez committee is doing fine work, and 
I do not want to detract from that. 


BUILDING COMMISSION 


Senator Cuavez. I think what the Senator says is correct. The 
Building Commission composed of myself and Senator Green, Senator 
Kerr, Sens tor Johnson, and Senator Sparkman, together with Senator 
Bridges, Senator Mundt, Senator Malone, and Senator Purtell, 
certainly do not want to waste any of the old furniture if we can 
possibly save it. 
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I have called a meeting of the Building Commission. I know that 
it is necessary for the Architect of the Capitol to come now, because 
the building is going to commence to be occupied from the first of 
January on. We might not finish all the offices at that particular 
time, but we can build this furniture in a hurry if that is what we 
want. Ido not know what we are going to decide. 

I have called a meeting of the Commission for next Monday at 
Architect’s office, where this matter will be discussed. But the only 
thing that the Architect has now is that in the case that he has to 
buy the furniture, he has an estimate over here that has to come in 
the supplemental bill, because we will not be ready for it at the time 
the regular bill comes to action. 

Is that not the picture? 

Mr. Stewart. That is the picture. We must obtain the money now 
in order to order the furniture and have it delivered before we occupy 
the building. 


COMPETITIVE BIDDING 


Senator Srennis. I just notice here the authorization bill does not 
require competitive bidding. Now, personally, I regret that it does not 
require it as far as | am concerned. We just had a big scandal over 
here in Illinois about buying furniture, and all, and Senator Douglas 
asked me about this on the floor. But even though this law we passed 
does not require it, what does the Architect have to say about what he 
plans to do as a substitute for competitive bidding? What safeguards 
will you employ to take the place of the competitive bidding? 

Mr. Srewart. Well, I can only speak of what the members of the 
Commission have talked to me about personally, not officially. And 
I can say this: that there is no desire on the part of the Commission 
not to use competition to secure any piece of furniture over there 
where possible. They will not only use that, but they will use probably 
the Government Supply Schedule for a certain type of furniture that 
we need. 

Now, the reason why this was put in that way: At the time we 
recognized that we had the Vice President’s suite and other rooms in 
this ‘building which might require special treatment. The question 
of securing competition, however, is entirely up to the Commission. 
We simply want to obtain for the Senate the proper quality and type 
of furniture, regardless of the method of purchase. 


FURNITURE FOR VICE PRESIDENTS SUITE 


Senator Stennis. Could you not have just written a separate 
section to cover the Vice President’s suite? 

So far as writing a bill is concerned, you say “‘all except the Vice 
President’s suite.”’ 

Mr. Srewart. That might have been possible, but I did not 
know at that time whether it would be a Senator’s suite or a con- 
ference room or one of your other rooms for which you might want to 
consider specially designed furniture. 

Senator Srennis. Well, what are your safeguards? What are you 
going to do about it now? 

Mr. Srewarr. This legislation does not prohibit this Commission 
from taking bids. 
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Senator Stennis. The question is: What are you going to do 
about it, though, as a substitute safeguard for competitive bidding? 
You can answer that question, I am sure. 

Mr. Stewart. That will be entirely up to the Commission. I act 
under their direction. 

Senator Cuavez. The Commission, I will say to the Senator from 
Mississippi, has not decided whether it would be bidding or whether 
it would be the inapeatiies made by the Architect of the Capitol. [| 
can assure the Senator from Mississippi as to this: I saw in the 
Washington press that we were going to buy black chairs for $800, 
The Commission never had that in their minds. If you bought $800 
chairs, the tables or the desks would cost you about $1,200 or $1,500, 
And there is going to be no $1,500 or $800 or $700 or $600 desks. 
We are going to get less than that if we want new desks. 


SAFEGUARDS APPLICABLE TO PURCHASE OF FURNITURE 


Senator Srennis. I am sure of that, Mr. Chairman, but the point 
I raise is, and I think this is the place to raise it before we appropriate 
the money: What safeguards ordinarily considered applicable are 
going to be applied to the purchase of this furniture? Certainly that 
is no reflection on any one that is connected with it. It is a com- 
pliment to them, I think. And the record ought to be made here now 
as to just what is going to be the rule. 

When we dispense with a safeguard, ordinarily we bring in some- 
thing as a substitute. And where practical you could ask for bids, 
and where impractical not. 

Senator Cuavez. I will say this, that I do not think that the 
Architect of the Capitol should answer that question. Because, after 
all, the responsibility is with the Commission. And I feel that the 
Commission, knowing the personnel of that Commission, will call for 
bids if it is necessary to call for bids. If we think we can get a better 
deal, by a negotiated contract, we will do that. 

Senator Srennis. That is a good statement. I think that covers 
the point. 

Senator Taye. Mr. Chairman and Senator Stennis, if there are 40 
suites over there, and if the decision is finally that you are going to 
equip all those suites with new furniture, then you have 40 units of 
from 4 to 5 rooms, and all committee rooms, which you are going to 
furnish. And therein would lie the question of whether you are to 
have competitive bidding. Because you have 40 units there, with 
desks in each one of those 4- and 5-room suites. And you have the 
filing cabinets, and you have all those committee rooms to furnish 
desks and chairs in. So it would seem to me that there could be some 
competitive bidding there. 

Mr. Srawart. Well, now, in my investigations up to date, I have 
developed that certain furniture made to our specifications would cost 
about the same as furniture based on manufacturer’s specification. 
I find that there is little or no difference among the furniture trade 
for qualitv furniture. 

If I were asked for a recommendation, I would recommend that 
the specifications, either the furniture specifications or our own 
specifications, be put out for bids. 
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If that is not the wish of the Commission, then I follow their wish. 
And Senator Chavez agrees with me on that, that I follow the Com- 
mission. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. If we think we can get a better 
deal by negotiating, we will try to do that. 

Senator Stennis. And that is the purpose of the meeting Monday, 
I believe. 

Senator Tuyr. The large table like you have in the main caucus 
room you could not obtain in a regular supply house. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ture. Because that is something special. 

Senator Cuavez. Not only that, but we do not know whether the 
Commission would agree with the suggestion of the Architect of the 
Capitol that we should have any need for that large table in the 
Senators’ rooms. 


SUGGESTED LANGUAGE FOR REPORT 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, here is some tentative lan- 


guage just thrown out for suggestion that will be put in the report 
in connection with this: 


The committee requests the Senate Office Building Commission to get competi- 
tive bids for the furniture and furnishings insofar as competitive bidding is prac- 
ticable. Where it is not practicable, then the committee urges the Commission 
to follow the purchases with utmost care. 


It also believes that careful thought must be given to the extent that it is pos- 
sible to use furniture for the present Senate Office Building in order to have the 
best possible equipment for both buildings, when they are fully equipped and in 


use. 

Senator Cuavez. The Commission could not put it in better lan- 
guage. : 

Senator Srennis. That is good language. I move the adoption of 
it in the Senate report. 

Senator THyr. Senator Saltonstall can always be counted on to 
provide the language required for all occasions. 

Chairman Haypen. Without objection, that language will be 
included in the report. 


FURNITURE FOR COMMITTEE ROOMS 


Senator ELLENpER. Mr. Chairman, we have been talking about 
the Senators’ suites. What about the committee rooms? Now, I 
happen to be chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
and I hope I will not be moved out of the old building. We have 
wonderful furniture there, big tables. It is suitable and convenient 
and very accessible to the present chairman. 

Now, what is the plan on that? 

Mr. Stewart. I might say this to Senator Ellender: During our 
studies of the remodeling of the present building, we have worked 
very closely with the Committee on Rules and Administration, who 
have the assignment of space, with an idea of trying to keep those 
committee rooms and group our suites around them, so that they can 
be used in case some of the men who want to stay there and do not 


want to go over will have the advantage of them. 
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Now, that has not been definitely decided, but at this meeting on 
Monday we will have the Building Commission look it ov er, and if 
it is tentatively all right, we can go ahead with it. 

Senator ELLENDER. I understood that there was a plan to move 
all committee rooms into the new building. That is not true? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Because you could not build a finer room than 
the Banking and Currency room that you have there right now. And 
the Committee on Agriculture, as I said, has a room big enough and 
has good furniture. And I hope that no effort is going to be made to 
move that to the new building. 

Senator Cuavez. That will be up to the Committee on Rules— 
Senator Hennings, Senator Green, and Senator Hayden. They will 
do the assigning, and of course will consult the chairman of each 
committee as to what should be done in that respect. 

You see, under the plans for the refurbishing of the old Senate 
Office Building, outside of the committee rooms, every Senator will 
be assigned five rooms. The Architect of the Capitol will get out 
some plans, and a lot of work is to be done. He is asking the com- 
mittee now for a little money for that idea. 


PRECEDENT IN ACQUIRING FURNITURE 





Mr. Stewart. May I say this, to give you a little something for 
the record or precedents: Back in 1932, when Speaker Garner was 
head of the House Building Commission, along with Mr. Bachrach, 
who was the ranking Republican at that time, they asked for $400, 000 
to furnish that new House Office Building. T hey only spent $290,000 
of it. 

Now, this amount in here will probably be more than what we will 
spend, but I had to ask for enough. So I listed every stick of furni- 
ture to be furnished, brandnew, and I am pretty sure that there will 
be some funds to be returned to the Treasury. 

Senator SatronsTaLuL. May I ask this question of Senator Chavez: 

Would it not be well to put in “not to exceed” rather than the flat 
amount? Again with the idea that we might be criticized if we were 
going to put in $1,350,000 into furniture and fittings. If we put “not 
to exceed,”’ we could argue very clearly that we do not necessarily 
intend to spend all that money. 

Chairman Haypen. That seems to me to be a good suggestion. 

Senator Cuavez. I do not see anything wrong with it at all. I 
know it is not the purpose of the Commission to spend any more money 
than is absolutely necessary. But we have to provide for all even- 
tualities. That does not mean that we have to spend the whole 
amount. 


REMOLDELING OF 






THE 





OLD BUILDING 





Senator SattonsraLt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Senator 
another question on another subject? "That is the remodeling of 
the old building. 

Now, just without any idea at all of costs, | would be inclined to 
believe that you were under on your estimate on that, rather than over. 

Senator ELLENDER. Seven and a half million dollars? The build- 
ing itself costs you only $9,500,000, and just to remodel it costs you 
$7% million. That is outrageous, in my humble judgment. 
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Mr. Srewarr. I might say the cost of remodeling the old House 
Office Building is $9 million. 

The cost of remodeling the new House Office Building is $9% million. 

Senator SaAtronstaLL. Now may I ask you a question? 

This is just purely personal, but it involves other Senators. 

I have Senator McClellan on one side of me and Senator Bridges 
on the other side of me, both of whom are my seniors. Now, pre- 
sumably, they both will want to stay where they are. I know Senator 
McC lellan does, and I presume Senator Bridges does. Now, that 
means that I have got to get out. And it also means that there has 
got to be quite a number of new doors and that sort of thing just put 
in that suite; does it not? 

Is that going to be done before next January, for instance? 

Mr. Srewarr. Oh, no, sir. We have got to stage this to cause the 
least amount of inconvenience and annoyance to the Senate. 

It has to be done over a period of perhaps 3 years. 

Senator Stennis. All this is a matter of a new door? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir, it is much more than a new door. The 
greater part of your cost is in the mechanical work. I have here a 
breakdown of the cost of the entire project. We will just take our 
plumbing. If you want to go over this, I can tell you about what it is. 


HEATING SYSTEM 


The heating system in the Constitution Avenue, Delaware Avenue, and C 
Street wings has been in use for almost 50 years. It is a forced-circulation hot- 
water system with exposed cast-iron radiators and an obsolete indoor-outdoor 
temperature control. This system functions satisfactorily, but because of its 
age the supply and return piping systems will be replaced with new high-grade 
materials * * *., 


It would be, I think, false economy not to do it now, when we are 
working on the building. 


COST OF HEATING AND VENTILATING 


Senator ELLENDER. What will that cost? 

Mr. Stewart. The cost of the heating and ventilating is $606,600. 

Senator ELtenprerR. And you say that is operating satisfactorily 
now? Why should we change it? 

Mr. Srewart. Well, when you get into piping, after 50 years, 
Senator, you can look for trouble. 

Senator ELLenpER. Take my case, for instance. I have four rooms 
now. There is one right next to me, which should be available. I 
think there is a door there. You would not have to spend a dime for 
that 


AIR-CONDITIONING SYSTEM 


Mr. Stewart. Well, we will come to some things that might be, we 
will say, desirable to put in at the time. 

There is the air- -conditioning system. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why would that have to be changed? 

Mr. Stewart. The air-conditioning systems in the three original 
wings were placed in operation about 20 years ago. These systems 
are devoid of some of the refinements used in present-day systems, but 


we recommend that they stay in, and all we are going to do is put the 
refinements on them. 
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Senator ELLeNpER. What do you mean by refinements? 

Mr. Srewarr. The dehumidifiers, fans, air-distributing systems, 
and room thermostats are in good condition and are suitable for con- 
tinued usefulness. The existing temperature control devices, being 
deficient in sensitivity, will be replaced with improved automatic 
control equipment of the latest type available. Remote temperature 
indication for committee rooms also will be provided, so that the 
conditions in such areas may be under constant observation by the 
operating per ence] and so that adjustments can be made in the con- 
ditioned air supply to maintain proper comfort conditions at all 
times. 

It is to bring it up to a modern system, that is, to modernize it. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do that now; do you not? 

Mr. Stewart. All we do now is work with what we have got. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you have any complaints? Did you ever 
get any complaints from me, for instance? Of course you have not. 


REGULATION OF AIR CONDITIONING 


Chairman Haypen. I have heard some complaints about the regu- 
lation of the air conditioning in my suite. I can come over to my 
room in the Capitol and adjust my thermostat and get it just where 
I want it. It will not work that way in my office. It is an old 
thermostat and an old arrangement. It just does not do the job. 

Mr. Stewart. However, I might say this. This is onty my sugges- 
tion and is made as a result of my survey. 

It will be entirely up to the Commission to decide whatever they 
want to put into it. 

Senator ELLENDER. However, the Commission will be prone to 
follow whatever your recommendations will be. 

Senator CHavez. The Commission will be prone to follow the 
authority we have from the Congress. 

Senator ELtenper. But to take the old building and simply make 
available 5-room suites, to spend $7% million for that, to me is un- 
conscionable. I just cannot see that. 


ELECTRICAL WORK 


Mr. Stewart. Let me call your attention to the electrical work 

Senator ELLENDER. But you have electrical work there now. You 
have had money appropriated for that purpose. And you have placed 
it in my office here lately. 

Mr. Stewart. That 1s right, sir. And we used exactly what we 
had there without doing any cutting or anything like that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Exactly. 

Now, are you going to change any for any of the other offices? 

Mr. Stewart. I am calling this, Senator, just as I found it, with 
an improvement, as set forth here. 

I just wanted to point out: The Senator asked me about that 
extra room, and I just wanted to tell him what it might be. And I 
say this: 

To provide for the constantly increasing demand for conveniently located out- 
lets for telephones, buzzers, telegraph signals, business ms chines, and other 
appliances requiring electrical current, complete three-channel systems of under- 
floor ducts will be installed in the floors of all suites, and in other locations requiring 
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such services. The underfloor ducts will be concealed in the floor slabs and will 
provide outlets at frequent intervals so that changes in office layout, the ever- 
increasing use of intercommunications and the use of new office equipment can 
be accommodated in an economical and practical manner. All unsightly wiring 
presently exposed on the walls, and the dangerous extension cords presently laid 
under the rugs, will be eliminated. The use of underfloor ducts also will provide 
the utmost security for telephone circuits. Special outlets will be provided for 
electrical shavers and other electrical devices. 


FUNDS FOR PRELIMINARY PLANS 


Senator SatronstautL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Chavez: 
Now, this project is to cost under the estimate $7% million. And you 
are asking now for $500,000 to cover the cost during fiseal year 1958 
for the preparation of preliminary plans and estimates of cost, final 
working drawings, and spec ifications. 

Now, are the Architect’s fees and the preliminary surveys going to 
cost as much as that? 

Mr. Stewart. If the entire job went through. 

Senator SatronstaLu. If we gave you now, before the first of the 
year $250,000 would that not cover ail the money you could use, say, 
up to next February? 

Mr. Stewart. No,sir. Lf you base the $7% million of the estimated 
project at 8% percent, their fee—— 

Senator SALToNsTALL. But assume, Mr. Stewart, that we do not 
agree to that yet. You have made an estimate under cost. That is 
one thing that is covered. You have done enough of a survey for that. 
Now, I, like Senator Eliender and some others, do not like to commit 
myself to $7% million in that old building until we get some further 
drawings, and so on. 

Mr. Stewart. Well, if the $500,000 is appropriated, it is estimated 
on the whole job at $7% million. Should they cut it down, there will 
be that much to apply to the other job. I am not going to spend it 
arbitrarily. 

Let me recite some of the conditions up to date on this study. 


PRELIMINARY STUDY 


I had no money at all to proceed with this program. And in order 
to get it started and to make the preliminary estimates, I asked the 
present associate architects on the new Senate Office Building to do 
it, so called, on the cuff, to make this preliminary study for me. 

Now, when that is done, they will get about 25 percent of 70 percent 
of their fee. If their fee is $500,000, that is 25 percent of $350,000; 
is it not? But if it is $7% million, and I authorize them to complete 
the plans, whether it is 5, 6, 7, or 4 million dollars, all they will get 
up to the time of contracting for the actual work is 70 percent of their 
fee. The rest of it is paid as the work goes on. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, in time it has to be paid. 

Mr. Stewart. If this amount in the wisdom of the Building Com- 
mission is reduced to $5 million, then all their fee will be is 8% percent 
of $5 million. 


FEES FOR ARCHITECTS ON NEW BUILDING 


Senator ELLENDER. How much did you pay the architects of the 
new building? 
Mr. Stewart. Five and a half percent. That is new work. 
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Senator ELLENDER. But why 8% for this one? 

Mr. Stewart. The remodeling is a different rate from what the 
new work is. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of the work could you do? You 
are an architect; are you not? You are called the Architect of the 
Capitol. 

Mr. Stewart. Yes; I am the Architect of the Capitol. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is it necessary to employ architects to do 
this work? 

Mr. Stewart. Well, a job of this size takes a large staff which we 
do not have. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean for reconstruction? 

Senator Cuavez. Sometimes it is harder to remodel an old building 
than to build a new one. 

Senator ELLENDER. Personally, I cannot see any need for these 
expenditures, especially in view of the fact that we are so hard up. 
We are going to use borrowed money here to do this with. We have 
not got that money to spend. 


EXPENDITURES ON NEW BUILDING 


Let me ask you this, Mr. Stewart: How much more money has 
been spent or will be spent on this new building than was first con- 
templated? 

Mr. Stewart. On the new Senate Office Building? 

Senator Ettenper. Yes. I mean, to give you a turnkey job, what 
do you figure it is going to cost now, in contrast, or in comparison, to 
what the original figures were? 

Senator Stennis. What do you mean by “original’’? Before the 
Korean war? 

Senator ELLENDER. No, no. I mean when we first started, when 
we let the contract. 

Senator Cuavez. It was $20 million, and I think $2,600,000 was 
the last addition. 

Mr. Stewart. Two and three-quarter million. 

Mr. Roor. $2,846,000 in the authorized limit of cost of the project. 

Mr. Stewart. That was the increase over the contract price of 
1954. 

Senator ELLENDER. What was that due to? 


NEW SUBWAY SYSTEM 


Mr. Stewart. That was due to rearranging and restudying your 
subway system, by putting in a new subway system from the present 
building and also connecting the other one, to member in with the 
work that is planned for the extension. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what extent did you follow the old plans for 
the erection of this building? 

Mr. Stewart. Insofar as the erection of that building is concerned, 
we followed it right to the “teeth.” 

Senator ELtenper. I thought it was understood that there would 
be a change in it. You remember, Senator Chavez, when the matter 
came up before the Senate. 

Mr. Stewart. I am talking about the 1955 plans now, not the 1948 
plans. Because the 1948 plans differed from what this plan is. 
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MODIFICATION OF PLANS 


Senator Cuavez. I mean the plan that cost us over a half million 
dollars. That is the one I am talking about. Well over a half 
million dollars. When we first started that, way back. 

Mr. Roor. That was the same plan, but it was modified in 1954, 
when we were authorized to proceed with construction. It was 
actually the same plan modified. 

Mr. Stewart. The entire center section in the rear was eliminated. 

Senator ELtLenpER. Then the plans that were in existence prior to 
the authorization were modified. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. 

Senator E:tenperR. Was that in accord with the views expressed? 
Because I understood it differently. 

Senator Cuavez. There is another thing now as to why it is to 
cost two million-plus more than originally planned for. According 
to the contractor, as we went along trying to build the building for 
$2¢ million, there would be strikes, wage increases, and this and 
that, which made it necessary to go up to the two million point some- 
thing more than the original $20 million. The original estimate and 
the original authorization was only $20 million. Only a short while 
ago we increased it, I think, by 2.8 due to the increasing prices. 
Your hardware increased. Your labor increased. Your equipment 
increased. You cannot buy an elevator now, as you did 4 years ago, 
for the same price. 


AVERAGE INCREASE IN COST OF CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Srewarr. We had an average increase in that period of around 
27 percent in cost of construction. 

Senator ELLENDER. 27 percent. That would make more than $2.8 
million, then, on $20 million. 

Mr. Srewarr. No. I do not want you to get confused on the $2.8 
million. That increase is due to changes in the subway and increases 
in the cost of the building due in some part to change orders issued 
since the beginning of the work. 

Senator ELLENDER. Change orders? 

Mr. Srewarr. Change orders. When something had not been 
fully detailed or refined. We always allow a little bit for contin- 
gencies. 

The $2.8 million really represents the cost, approximately the cost, 
of your new subway, for this reason: At the time that the estimate 
was made by the Associate Architect, and my predecessor, there was 
an allowance of about $700,000 for a connecting tunnel. There had 
been no plans made, no study for it, or anything. But when we went 
into it and had to design a new system, we had to raise the cost 
estimate. The new system is planned so it may be integrated with 
the extension to the Capitol program. 

Senator ELLeENpER. So that you are telling this committee, then, 
that the cost of the building, as planned, and as authorized, has not 
increased? 

Mr. Stewart. I would say, if so, it is 1 or 2 percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. One or two percent of 20 million? 

Mr. Srewart. $20,600,000. 
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Senator ELLenpEeR. And that did not include, of course, the rea] 
estate. Or is that included? 

Mr. Stewart. The cost of the land, about $1 million, is not in- 
cluded in the $20 million figure. 

Senator Cnavez. You will have to connect your subway now from 
the new building. 


ESTIMATE ON REMODELING OLD BUILDING 


Senator Stennis. May I ask one question? 

Mr. Stewart, on this $7% million to remodel the old building—-— 

Mr. Stewart. That is a preliminary estimate. 

Senator Stennis. Well, if we should find we do not want to go 
that strong on remodeling, what would be your estimate of the cost 
to get these doors through there to make these 5-room suites rather 
than 4 and whatever connecting up there is necessary? What would 
be your estimate on that? 

Mr. Srewarr. Well, I have a breakdown here. 

Senator Stennis. We would like to have some figure before us 
besides the $7 million. 

Mr. Stewart. I believe all of you have a copy. If you will turn 
to page 12 on this, | have a breakdown. If you want to eliminate 
anything to be done to the heating and ventilating and the air con- 
ditioning and the electrical and the plumbing or the elevators, of 
course the general construction would come down. 

Senator Srennis. Is the air conditioning inadequate now? 

Mr. Stewart. Well, we recommend it on three sides, that it be 
improved, and on the other side that it is completely changed in order 
to be tied in with the Capitol powerplant. 

Senator Stennis. Well, I do not believe we should just look through 
these things. If you could give us an estimate on what it would cost 
to redo the suites for the time being, we might want to defer the rest. 
I do not know what the committee will do. 

Mr. Stewart. At the meeting on Monday I shall call it up and tell 
them that they have made the request, and I will get your reactions. 

Senator Stennis. Well, we may pass on this bill before then. I 
just wanted some alternative in here to $7% million, because I doubt 
that we would go that strong now. 

Mr. Srewart. I have not developed it in detail as yet. 

Senator Stennis. Maybe you could send us a preliminary figure on 
that tomorrow, in the morning. 

Mr. Ruse. We will definitely have to do something about the air 
conditioning. 

Senator SreNNis. Suppose you tell us what you consider “musts” 
items in this $7% million that you consider are essential, that you 
have got to have. 

Mr. Ruse. That is practically what we have done now, sir. 

Mr. Srewarr. I thought this was my best judgment as to what 
should be done to put it in first-class shape. 

Senator Stennis. Well, what is necessary to be done? Maybe the 
committee takes that attitude. I do not know what they will do. 

I had not heard anything that was wrong with the present office 
building, Mr. Chairman, except it was not large enough. 
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BUILDING BECOMING OBSOLETE 


Chairman Haypen. It is a fact that the building is getting about 
50 years old, and the building is due to become obsolete. There are 
a lot of conveniences and things hike that that a new building would 
have that the old building would not. Maybe you can get along 
without conveniences. Maybe you can get along without being able 
to adjust the temperature in your room. Maybe you can get along 
with rusty plumbing and things like that. But sometime that change 
has to be made. 

But if it were just a question of knocking out some doors, and we 
did not do anything more, I think that is the idea some people have. 
All you would have to do is open a door into the next building, and if 
you had 4 rooms you would get 5. 

Mr. Stewart. Senator Stennis, if I might answer you further on it, 
when this preliminary estimate was made up, and we looked over the 
conditions that existed, I did not feel that in my judgment, as your 
adviser, I should advise you to build and repair this building either to 
the extent that I suggest or to a lesser extent and leave anything in 
there at all that might sometime later, either by leaking or breaking or 
bursting or any thing like that, cause you extreme damage. 

And you would have to do it then probably under much more 
expensive inconvenient conditions than those under which you 
do it now. 

TELEPHONE SYSTEM 


On your telephone system, let me just explain that to you a little 
bit. We have installed and are supposed to have in operation the first 


of the year the new telephone exchange in the new Senate Office 
Raliding. 

Now, the trend today is to dial systems, and more telephones in 
each and every office. And where it used to take about a half an inch 
to a five-eighth inch cable, now it is taking seven-eighth inch cable. 
You just cannot run them ‘around a doorframe the way you used to 
with the others and paint them. They are bigger, and they carry 
more of a load, and they serve more purposes. 

And it is the modernization of it that is going to cost more than 
what you actually need at this time. 

Now, if vou still want these wires on the floor, that is all right with 
me. ‘These are just my suggestions. 


TIME SCHEDULE ON REMODELING PROGRAM 


Senator Stennis. How long would it take you to remodel this 
building, spending $74 million on it? 

Mr. Srewarr. About 3 years. I have a schedule here. 

Senator TuHyr. You mean the old office building? 

Mr. Srewarr. The old building. There are certain stages to be 
done. Because we want to get it at a time when it will cause the 
least inconvenience and probably take a side at a time. 

Senator Srennis. Let us get down to cases. I was thinking frankly 
of just asking for an additional room to be added to the suite I have 
You mean to say that I have got to wait for that room until all this 
remodeling process can go through, maybe a year or something like 
that, which would be the average wait? 
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Mr. Stewart. When the first group moves from the present build- 
ing to the new building, undoubtedly you can use rooms until such 
time in there. You are on the First Street side, which is the last one 
to be really completed, under the schedule that I have set up. 

Senator Stennis. [ am not putting myself over everyone else. 

Senator Toyz. I am on the First Street side. And frankly, I am 
going to have another room even if I have to take some of the masonry 
tools myself and hack a hole in it, you see. 

Senator Stennis. Now, must we wait a year, say, or any consider- 
able time, to get that additional? 

Mr. Stewart. Senator, if I got a green light to go ahead with a 
certain plan, I have a schedule in here that the complete design, final 
plans, and specifications to go to bidders, would be complete on April 
1 of next year. It cannot be done any sooner than that. 

, Senator Srennis. You mean the job would be completed by then? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir; the pins and specifications would be ready 
to go out for bids. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Stewart, I have been in the suite where I am 
now, and they have changed the telephone wires in there once while I 
have been in there. And I would be willing to guess that if you were 
to completely modernize and completely encase the cables, there would 
still be some evidence of cables under the carpet around in the room. 
Because you may have an outlet here, and the next man that occupies 
it may find that he wants to put his desk over there. And your cable 
outlet is over here. And you are going to then connect and stretch 
that cable under the carpet over to the other corner of the room in 
my humble opinion. 


UNDER FLOOR DUCTS FOR WIRING 


Mr. Srewart. My suggestion is an underfloor duct, so that anyway 
you shift the furniture around you can bore the hole in there and 
connect with it. 

Senator THyr. You mean bore the hole in the floor. 

Mr. Srewarr. Into your duct. You can get it at 2-foot intervals 
all over the floor. 

Senator Ture. And you propose to stretch cables in under the 
floor and open it up and put it through under there? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be too persistent, 
but my question has not been answered. 

Senator Toye. I beg your pardon. 

Senator Stennis. No. I was talking about the fact that I did not 
want to take up so much time. 

You say the bids will go out next April to get my additional room? 
Now, when do you think the work will be completed? 

Mr. Stewart. Well, here is how I see it now to go ahead with the 
whole thing. 

Senator Stennis. That is what [ want. 


REMODELING PROGRAM 


Mr. Stewart. The bids will be received on September 1. The 
contractor starts work on September 1, 1958. That is in this wing. 
That is the wing on Delaware Avenue. This starts on September 1, 
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1958, and all floors at the same time. In other words, with your 
plumbing and your air conditioning it gets most economical to take 
it in tiers, all the way from the top to the bottom, so that you would 
have it. 

Now, this will take place after there will be 40 Senators moved to 
the new building. So with some cooperation—and after all, the 
assignment of space is up to the Rules Committee, to ask somebody 
to move temporarily some place. 

Senator Caavez. The Rules Committee does the assigning. 

Mr. Srewarr. That is right. And we expect to complete that on 
June 1, 1959. 

Then the next section will start in July of 1959 and be completed 
February 1960. That is the Constitution Avenue wing. 

The C Street wing will be started in October 1959, ‘and completed 
in February 1960, which is the third wing. 

And the fourth wing will be completed i in October 1960. 

Senator Toye. Then, Mr. Stewart, would it not be possible to 
provide a door to the adjoining room to make a five-room suite 
without waiting for all of this official planning that you have just 
announced? 

Mr. Srewart. Yes, sir; it can be very easily done. 

Senator Toye. Because here is a room on either end of my suite, 
and you take a room from this suite to your left or to your right, 
and in that manner you would immediately make an additional 
room to your suite with connecting door, and it would take no time 
to make an opening in the wall and encase it with a door jamb and a 
door frame. And you would have the opening, and you would not 
have to wait to make all the wiring changes and all the others. Be- 
cause that should all be accomplished in 6 weeks time, in order to 
allow these suites to become 5-room suites or 4-room suites. 

Thre are some suites with great long rooms, and you possible could 
give him an extra room, and that is all that is necessary. And you 
you have got an excellent working arrangement in that suite, you see. 

Mr. Srewarrt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tt It would seem to me to be unreasonable to wait 
clear into 1960 and 1961 to get these 4- and 5-room suites arranged. 

Mr. Stewart. They can be fixed up temporarily if available. 

Senator Stennis, | might say that I have prepared for you an overall 
plan of what is suggested in your area in the office, to show you what 
has been done. 

Now, that is only a suggestion. It will be up to Senator Chavez’ 
commission to approve it or disapprove it, but I will show you how 
you can get a five-room suite there. 

Senator Cuavez. Well, I have my eye on one of Alexander Wiley’s 
rooms up there. 

Mr. Srpwarr. These are only suggestions. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Stewart, this may be personal, too. 
We are all getting personal. How do we know how to make a deci- 
sion until we know what you are going to do with some of the old 
suites in the old building where the people are senior to yourself? 

Mr. Stewart. That is why I wanted to, as soon as we got a decision 
from the Commission—and I hope we will be able to get it next 
Monday. If they only approve it in general, then I can go ahead, 
and questions like you raised I would be very happy to bring to you. 
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You may have some ideas. Because, after all, I am doing it for you 
folks to work in, and I want it to be satisfactory. 


COMPLETION DATA ON TUNNEL 


Sen stor Tuy. Mr. Stewart, when do you figure the tunnel between 
the Capitol and the new office building will be completed? 

Mr. Stewarr. | am making every effort. I have had a little bit 
of difficulty here recently near the railroad tunnel. I have got to 
go over the railroad tunnel both with the two pedestrian tunnels and 
this. 

Senator Tuyr. Over the railroad? 

Mr. Stewart. Over the big railroad, yes; the big railroad tunnel, 

Senator Cuavez. On First Street? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes. The Department of Justice tells me that | 
cannot go within | inch of the crown of that tunnel. So it means I 
have got to bridge it. 

Now, recently we thought that we could get down alongside of the 
cribbing of their tunnel and put our tiers in there so that we can ley. : 
couple of beams in there and make a span over there. But Mr. 
John, here, tells me that only recently the railroad company said uae 
want us to move it back. If they keep making me move back 4 feet 
and 2 feet, I will never be able to get any plans ready togoout. lam 
trying to get it done. I want to get the pedestrian tunnel that 
connects the two buildings in first. Because you will always be 
supplied with transportation from your present building. Because 
we are not going to disturb that until after we get this other one in 
operation. 

So I am hoping that I can get that one in, and start on the leg of the 
one from the new building over, so that there will be two direct 
systems. 

We abandon the ideas such as they had in the original concept, 
of having the train stop at the new building entrance here and travel 
along Constitution Avenue and stop at the “other one. 

That would cause a lot of confusion, with 40 Senators and most of 
vour big committee rooms there. And by the time it got here, it 
would be loaded. And these folks in here would never be able to get 
out. 

So we decided to leave the old one in, in its present position, and 
cut a new location on the Constitution Avenue side of the big steps. 
And we put that in so that one Y would come right direct from the 
Capitol to the old building and direct from the Capitol to the new 
building. 

Senator Tuyx. Direct from the Capitol to the eld building and to 
the new building. 

Mr. Stewart. Thatis right. And both buildings will be connected 
with pedestrian tunnels, both on the north side and the south side of 
the building. 

But, Senator, to answer your question, I just do not know OW, and 
I will probably be skinned alive, whether I am going to have it in there 
in time enough to operate when the first ones go in there. 

Senator Stennis. How far underground will you be? 

Mr. Stewart. Just the one level down. It will be about 3 feet 
down. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The matter before us is the amount of money. 
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MISCELLANEOUS AND ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Srewart. Well, Senator, | have allowed $100,000 in there for 
miscellaneous and administration and my office, inspections, and 
such. It undoubtedly is liberal. But if you go through the whole 
thing, that money can be applied, and I cannot do anything unless 
this Commission directs me to do it. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, if we put in “‘not more than,” I 
would like to say ‘‘not more than $400,000.” I was going to say 
$300,000. But then you say that you slipped, that you could not 
get along with four. 

Mr. Stewart. | did not exactly say that. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I agree this was a broad interpretation. 

Mr. Stewart. Should I be ir a position to let this contract and pay 
off the architect; that is, before June 30 of next year, then I would 
need the money. And I would not say that $250,000 would be 
sufficient. 

Senator SaLTonsTALL. We will be back here in January, and of 
course I think this committee will want to follow this thing pretty 
closely. If we gave you, we will say, $250,000 now, and gave you the 
opportunity to come back in January for $250,000 more, would that 
tie you up awfully tight? 

Mr. Stewart. I do not believe that would give me sufficient even 
to let a contract with the associate architects, the $250,000. 

I am willing to set if for $400,000 if you like. 

Senator Cuavez. Let us be reasonable about these things. If we 
are going to do it and it is necessary to get $500,000, why not do it? 
If it is not necessary, all right. 

Senator ELLENpER. Why not postpone it? 

Senator Cuavez. You will have to appropriate it eventually. 

Senator EL.tenper. | do not know that you will, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. We authorized that thing to be done. 

Senator ELLENpDER. We have not authorized this yet. It has not 
been done yet; has it? 

Senator Cuavez. We have not appropriated the money but we 
authorized the project. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you mean—— 

Senator Cuavez. To put in a new tunnel. 

Senator ELLENDER. | was not talking about that. I was talking 
about the new building. Are you talking about the old building now? 

Senator Tuy. For the remodeling of the old building. 

Mr. Srewarr. That is right. 

Senator Tuys. All involved in the $500,000 before us. 

Mr. Stewart. And the $100,000 in there for expenses. 

Senator Tuyn. Yes, sir; that is all involved. 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. The decision then is: Do you complete your plans so 
you know what you are going to propose? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuy. If you do not have plans to proceed to remodel what 
would be necessary to make plans to open walls, put new doorways in? 

Mr. Stewart. Well, if it were just a question of that we probably 
— work that out with the associate architects,on a temporary 

asis. 
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Senator ELLENDeR. Can you not do that with your own people 
here? You do not need an architect to cut a hole and make a place 
for a door, do you? 

Mr. Stewart. No; we do it regularly with our maintenance force, 

Senator ELLeEND=R. Sure. 

Mr. Stewarr. But it is a rather small force, Senator. 

Senator ELLenpER. Get more of a force and let the architects out, 
so far as the old building is concerned. 

Senator Stennis. I understand a matter is coming up on the floor 
quickly. If we could get the rest of the plan he has we could argue 
it later. 

Is there some other major point you wanted to make? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. I think I have touched on everything that 
there is. 

Senator SALTonsTaLL. You say frankly you could get along with 
$300,000 if we would appropriate it at this time? 

Mr. Srewart. I will try, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I do not know what the others will say. 

Senator ELLenpER. Mr. Chairman, the 8% percent of $7,500,000 is 
only $603,000. So you are providing practically all the money that 
you paid out there. 

ARCHITECTURAL FEES 


Mr. Stewart. No, sir. The way that their contract reads, when 
they finish their plans and specifications and submit them to the 
bidders, they get 70 percent of that 8%-percent figure. That is ap- 
proximately $400,000, assuming that that would be the price. 

Senatos Cuavez. That would be 70 percent. 

Mr. Stewart. Of their fee. 

Senator Cuavez. Of their fee. And their fee is 8% percent? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. And the balance of the 30 percent is 
paid to them as the job progresses, with a 10 percent always held 
back until the job is finished. 

Senator Cuavez. | do not know if the architect needs the $300,000 
or $500,000, but I believe this committee should give sufficient money 
to carry out what was authorized in the original bill. Congress passed 
that bill. It is the law. And all he wants now, as I understand it, 
is money to get started on that authorization. 

Senator ELLENDER. But has there been an authorization? Did 
Congress authorize it? 

Mr. Srrewarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When was that done? 

Senator Cyavez. Here you are. 

Senator ELuteNnpeR. I’ll bet that was done on the Consent Calendar. 

Senator Cuavez. I do not think so. 

Senator ELLeNnpmR. Oh, yes. 


BASIC AUTHORIZATION 


Senator Cuavez. It can be argued. But nevertheless it is the law. 
Public Law 85-95, 85th Congress, Senate bill 1429, July 10, 1957. 
An act: 
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, that the Architect of the Capitol, under the 
direction of the Senate Office Building Commission, created by the Sundry Civil 
Appropriation Act of April 28, 1904 (33 Stat. 481), as amended, is authorized 
and directed to enlarge and remodel! Senators’ suites, and to make structural 
mechanical and other changes and improvements in the existing Senate Office 
Building, to provide improved accommodations for the United States Senate, in 
accordance with plans, to be prepared by or under the direction of the Architect 


of the Capitol and to be submitted to and approved by the Senate Office Building 
Commission. 


Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, and the Architect of the 
Capitol, under the direction of the Senate Office Building Commission, is author- 
ized to enter into contracts and to make such other expenditures, including 
expenditures for personal and other services, as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 


Approved July 10, 1957. 


As based upon that authorization and that law, you are coming 
over here before this committee to get started on your work? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. The final decision will be up to 
your committee, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. 

Mr. Srewarr. For the scope of the work. 

Senator Hi. Is there anything further? 

Mr. Stewart. | think I have covered everything. Do you not 
think so, Senator Chavez? 

Senator Cuavez. I think so. 

Senator Hity. We thank you for your appearance here. 

We will mark the bill 7 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., Wednesday, August 14, 1957, the com- 
mittee recessed to reconvene “ 2:30 p. m., Thursday, August 15, 1957.) 
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